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ATTACHMENT
Acceptability and Public Support

When selecting an alternative, the Corps must determine whether the proposed alternative meets
“Acceptability” criteria. According to the Corps’ own planning guidance, “an ecosystem
restoration plan should be acceptable to State and Federal resource agencies, and local
government. There should be evidence of broad based public consensus and support for the
plan.”

Despite known local opposition and no evidence for broad based public consensus, the Corps has
identified Alternative 13 as its Tentatively Selected Plan. The draft feasibility study provides no
clear rationale for why this alternative meet’s the agency’s criteria for “Acceptability”.

Significance of Ecosystem Outputs

The Corps’ planning guidance requires “ecosystem restoration alternatives [to be] evaluated on
the basis of cost effectiveness and incremental cost analyses of the possible restoration
alternatives and significance of ecosystem outputs.” (emphasis added) It appears from the
conclusions in the draft feasibility report that significance of ecosystem outputs was not given
equal weight in selecting Alternative 13. This approach ignores the clear direction in the
agency’s own regulations.

The incremental cost calculation used as justification for Alternative 13 does not take into
account critical factors such as habitat connectivity. The Corps’ cursory ecosystem significance
analysis for each alternative ignores the increased environmental outcomes in Alternatives 16
and 20 and how they will contribute to the overall success of the project.

For example, alternatives 16 and 20 would provide much greater habitat connectivity as
compared to Alternative 13 -- an additional 85 percent for Alternative 16 and over 200 percent
for Alternative 20. And only Alternative 20 includes the Verdugo Wash Confluence, which links
the LA River to the Verdugo Mountains -- a valuable wildlife corridor that has been lost since
the river was channelized. It will also provide important habitat for the federally endangered
Least Bell's Vireo.

Alternatives 16 and 20 also fully restore the Piggyback yard site, which Alternative 13 fails to
do. Instead, Alternative 13 would invest significant funding in creating 113 acres of habitat in
this area but would leave it separated from the river by a large concrete wall, relying on existing
drainage culverts to provide connectivity. This approach creates habitat that would be
inaccessible to mammals, reptiles, and other aquatic life. Alternatives 16 and 20 remove the
concrete wall and establish a hydrological connection between the restored habitat at piggyback
yard and the river. This is a much wiser approach that will support the long-term success of the
restored habitat.

A similar situation exists at the LA State Historic Park. Instead of removing concrete structures
and restoring more natural wetlands and river banks at this site, Alternative 13 leaves the
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concrete channel in place along much of the river. Because of the hard infrastructure that
remains, the restoration in this area will provide reduced habitat and wildlife value.

Environmental Justice

Alternative 13 does not fully realize the River's potential to bring green space to poor,
underserved neighborhoods. Alternatives 16 and 20 provide much greater restoration and
additional opportunities for local communities to enjoy a restored river. In addition, Alternative
20 is the only alternative that undertakes restoration at the LA State Historic Park, which
provides critical public access for downtown and Chinatown. This area has a poverty rate of 22
percent and a population with limited access to public green space.

In addition to more public access to the restored river, Alternative 16 and 20 will provide much
greater opportunity for economic development in the region. According to the Corps’ own
analysis, full restoration of the river, represented by Alternative 20, will provide 16,833
construction and economic redevelopment jobs versus vs. 4,016 jobs for Alternative 13. Further,
Alternative 20 provides nearly $4.7 billion in labor income versus approximately $1.2 billion for
Alternative 13. Given the high poverty rate in the restoration area, the Corps should consider the
impact of the restoration alternatives on the human environment, including the added economic
and development benefits that would be provided by Alternative 20.

Cost

Alternative 13 would require the City to pay approximately 70% of the total project costs
because of the significant real estate and environmental remediation elements of the project. To
keep the project moving forward and to be a constructive partner, the City has already agreed to
pay these additional costs, which greatly exceed the standard non-Federal cost-share for such a
project.

Therefore, the Federal investment in this project will be significantly less because of the
increased costs borne by the City. Given the substantial contributions of the non-Federal interest,
it is troubling that the Corps would place such a great emphasis on the total cost of the project
while minimizing other key criteria that it is required to consider and that are important to the
local community.
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Pacific Southwest Region
333 Bush Street, Suite 515
San Francisco, CA 94104

IN REPLY REFER:
(ER 13/0667)

Filed Electronically

22 November 2013

Ms. Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D.

Chief, Planning Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
P.O. Box 532711

Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325

Subject: Review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Los Angeles
River Ecosystem Restoration Integrated Feasibility Report, Los Angeles County,
California.

Dear Dr. Axt:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Review of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Integrated Feasibility Report, Los
Angeles County, CA. The Department of Interior (Department) has the following comments to
offer:

The report evaluates options for restoration of 11 miles of the Los Angeles River between
Griffith Park and downtown Los Angeles, while maintaining existing levels of flood risk
management. The Draft EIS/EIR evaluates the baseline No-Action Alternative and four action
alternatives: Alternative 10, 16, 20, and the agency-preferred Alternative 13.

Restoration measures considered include creation and reestablishment of historic riparian strand
and freshwater marsh habitat to support increased populations of wildlife and enhance habitat
connectivity within the study area, as well as to provide opportunities for connectivity to
ecological zones, such as the Santa Monica Mountains, Verdugo Hills, Elysian Hills, and San
Gabriel Mountains. Restoration includes the reintroduction of ecological and physical processes,
such as a more natural hydrologic and hydraulic regime that reconnects the river to historic
floodplains and tributaries, reduced flow velocities, increased infiltration, improved natural
sediment processes, and improved water quality. The study also evaluates opportunities for
passive recreation that is compatible with the restored environment.

The Department appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Study EIS/EIR. The proposed
restoration of the Los Angeles River is important to the Department from four important
considerations: (1) the Los Angeles River is adjacent to the Santa Monica Mountains National
Recreation Area (SMMNRA); (2) the Rivers, Trails, and Conservation Assistance (RTCA)
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Program’s current and past projects along the Los Angeles River; (3) the proposed project’s
location within the planning corridor for the Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail
through the Los Angeles region; and (4) the Los Angeles River is situated in the study area for
the Rim of the Valley Special Resource Study. Restoration of the river would promote the
National Park Service (NPS) mission to protect the nation’s natural and cultural resources while
providing for the recreational enjoyment of those resources.

Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area
We find that Alternative 20 would be most compatible with NPS goals and objectives for habitat
restoration, habitat connectivity, and contributing to a quality outdoor recreation experience.

The Los Angeles area generally, and the San Fernando Valley in particular, are extremely
challenging for wildlife and wildlife movement. Riparian areas along streams and rivers are
valuable as wildlife movement corridors, and NPS has seen this in studies of carnivores,
including bobcats, coyotes, and mountain lions, throughout the Santa Monica Mountains, Simi
Hills, and surrounding regions. In the areas around the Los Angeles River, though, the amount
of natural wildlife habitat and the opportunities for wildlife movement are severely limited.
Restoration of the river, in particular making it natural and not an intensely fenced and regulated
deep concrete channel, would provide both habitat and connectivity for wildlife in this highly
urbanized area. SMMNRA tracked a female coyote (C028) in the San Fernando Valley during
our nine-year coyote study. C028 had been captured in SMMNRA federal parkland in the Simi
Hills, but then dispersed out into the San Fernando Valley - every time C028 was relocated, this
animal was either at Pierce College, or at Sepulveda Basin, two of the last relatively vegetated
areas in the Valley. The Los Angeles River connects these two areas. SMMNRA determined
that C028 occasionally followed the river to travel between habitat areas, even in the river’s
highly altered and channelized state. Restoration of the river along as many stretches as possible
would greatly increase its value as a movement corridor.

In the Griffith Park area, NPS wildlife biologists have been following a mountain lion (P22) that
has resided in Griffith Park at least since February of 2012. Based on genetic testing, it appears
that P22 was born in the Santa Monica Mountains, which would mean that P22 crossed over both
the 405 and the Hollywood (101) freeways to get into Griffith Park. One of the likely ways that
P22 might have done this would have been along the Los Angeles River, although the highly
restricted and channelized nature of the river near the park makes it extremely challenging for
wildlife to get in or out of it. It is possible that P22 will attempt to leave Griffith Park at some
point to locate female mountain lions with which to mate. If P22 were to attempt to go west, a
restored river would greatly facilitate safe movement. However, the closest large natural area to
Griffith Park, in terms of straight distance, is the Verdugo Hills to the northeast. Unfortunately,
the opportunities to cross the intensely urbanized areas of Burbank and Glendale are even fewer
than those to the west. If the Verdugo Wash were restored, this could be extremely beneficial in
terms of increasing connectivity between Griffith Park, at the east end of the Santa Monica
Mountains, and the Verdugo Hills, which then connect to the San Gabriel Mountains to the
north.

Finally, restoring the Los Angeles River would be extremely valuable as wildlife habitat for
other species, particularly birds. The Sepulveda Basin is already a very important habitat area
for birds, both residents and especially migrants. Again, the amount of natural area, or
something that is at least vegetated and natural appearing, is negligible in the valley and in areas
around and along the River. Restoration would greatly increase the amount of available habitat
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for all kinds of bird species in this highly urbanized landscape. This would be valuable for the
birds, of course, but also for the residents of the city and the valley that greatly enjoy
birdwatching as a recreational activity, and as a resource for education in the city about the value
and wonder of wildlife.

Our understanding is that the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy (Conservancy), a California
state agency tasked with land acquisition to protect and restore park resources and provide
recreational opportunities, has submitted a detailed comment letter regarding the subject Draft
EIS/EIR. The Conservancy’s comments elaborate on the importance of maximizing restoration
efforts that would result in long-term improvements to native habitat quality and enhance habitat
connectivity. The Conservancy recommended Alternative 20 would be the best way to achieve
restoration of these natural resource values. The Superintendent at SMMNRA is a member of
the Conservancy Board of Directors, and therefore concurs with the Conservancy’s comments
and the Department incorporates this information by reference.

The Conservancy also notes the importance of providing passive recreation opportunities. The
Los Angeles River is one of seven initial pilot locations selected in 2011 for the nation’s Urban
Waters Federal Partnership, in which NPS is participating to help reconnect urban communities
with their waterways by improving coordination among federal agencies and collaborating with
community-led revitalization efforts for economic, environmental and social benefits. As part of
President Obama’s America’s Great Outdoors Initiative, the Los Angeles River Trail was
selected in 2011 as one of two priority projects in California, with NPS being the federal lead in
identifying opportunities for federal agencies to support City of Los Angeles's efforts to
implement the Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan along the 11-mile reach of the river
being studied by the USACE.

Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail

The 11 miles of the Los Angeles River evaluated in the subject Draft EIS/EIR fall entirely within
the identified recreation corridor of the Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail (NHT),
which was established to commemorate the 1775-76 Spanish expedition of the more than 240
men, women, and children who journeyed across the frontier of New Spain to settle Alta
California.

In highly urbanized segments of the historic trail corridor, such as that found throughout the
greater Los Angeles area, the ability to connect the compelling, multi-ethnic Anza story to the
community and raise awareness of its place in shaping local history is greatly dependent upon
environmental conditions which provide a vicarious experience of the setting and surroundings
representative of what the expedition would have encountered along its historic journey.

The Army Corps’ consideration of various environmental restoration measures to provide
opportunities for the creation and reestablishment of historic riparian and freshwater marsh
habitat, supporting wildlife and natural ecological processes, has direct and positive implications
to NPS efforts towards sharing Anza’s story and revealing the nature of the expedition’s journey
in this area centuries ago.

Every effort made to improve habitat quality in this area not only facilitates the community’s

connection to its natural environment but to its cultural heritage as well. Therefore, the
Department endorses the efforts to restore natural habitat and ecological processes along the Los
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Angeles River, and urges that the Army Corps capitalize on this opportunity by selecting an
alternative which maximizes restoration efforts as extensively as possible.

Rivers, Trails & Conservation Assistance Program

The NPS Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance Program (RTCA) has provided support for
many years to many locally-led resource conservation and outdoor recreation efforts along this
11-mile reach of the Los Angeles River. RTCA works in partnership with local government and
non-profit organizations to help achieve their objectives consistent with the Outdoor Recreation
Act (1963), the National Trails System Act (1968) and the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of
(1968).

RTCA has provided technical assistance to a range of local partners that collectively are working
in the Los Angeles River area to build upon the local network of parks, places, and open spaces
that enhance the protection and understanding of America’s heritage and resources, and provide
close-to-home recreational opportunities for communities. An overview of RTCA-supported
projects that interface with the “Area with Restoration Benefits and Opportunities for
Revitalization” (ARBOR) area is attached. Each of these projects received RTCA assistance
through a competitive application process.

RTCA has also been engaged in the ARBOR reach of the Los Angeles River through two
federal, interagency efforts. In 2010, President Obama launched the federal America’s Great
Outdoors (AGO) Initiative to develop a 21st Century conservation and recreation agenda. As
part of AGO, the Los Angeles River Trail was selected in 2011 as one of two priority projects in
California, with NPS being the federal lead in identifying opportunities for federal agencies to
support City of Los Angeles' efforts to implement the Los Angeles River Revitalization Master
Plan along the ARBOR reach. Additionally, the Los Angeles River Watershed is one of the
initial seven pilot locations selected in 2011 for the nation’s Urban Waters Federal Partnership,
in which NPS is participating. NPS is supporting these initiatives in part through the RTCA
projects identified above.

The action alternatives presented in the Study EIS/EIR support achieving the community-defined
goals of the Los Angeles River projects identified above. As described in Section 5: Evaluation
of Alternative Plans and Environmental Consequences of the Study EIS/EIR, the greatest
benefits to biological resources, recreation and aesthetics would occur as the result of
implementing Alternative 20. This alternative best meets the goals and objectives of the locally-
led projects that RTCA has supported.

National Recreation Trails Program

In May 2012, Secretary of the Interior Ken Salazar announced the designation of the Los
Angeles River Trail (Greenway/Bike Path) as a national recreation trail, making the trail part of
the national trails system. The designated reach is approximately seven miles from the north side
of Griffith Park at Riverside Drive (at Zoo Drive) along the Los Angeles River to Barclay Street
in Elysian Valley, north of downtown Los Angeles. The National Trail System Act of 1968
(Public Law 90-543) authorized creation of a national trail system comprised of National
Recreation Trails, National Scenic Trails and National Historic Trails. While National Scenic
Trails and National Historic Trails may only be designated by an act of Congress, National
Recreation Trails may be designated by the Secretary of Interior or the Secretary of Agriculture
to recognize exemplary trails of local and regional significance in response to an application
from the trail's managing agency or organization. Through designation, these trails are

-4 -


l1ed9fn9
Text Box
US DOI


US DO

recognized as part of America's national system of trails. The national recreation trail program is
jointly administered by the NPS and the USDA Forest Service in conjunction with a number of
other federal and nonprofit partners.

The action alternatives presented in the Study EIS/EIR would enhance the reach of the Los
Angeles River Trail that is designated a national recreation trail. As described in Section 5:
Evaluation of Alternative Plans and Environmental Consequences of the subject Draft EIS/EIR,
RTCA concludes that the greatest benefits to biological resources, recreation and aesthetics
would occur as the result of implementing Alternative 20, and that these benefits would best
enhance the Los Angeles River NRT.

Rim of the Valley Corridor Special Resource Study

The Consolidated Natural Resources Act of 2008 (P.L. 110-229 — May 2008) directed the NPS
to conduct a special resource study of the area known as the Rim of the Valley Corridor,
generally including the mountains encircling the San Fernando, La Crescenta, Santa Clarita,
Simi, and Conejo Valleys in California. The 11-mile stretch of the Los Angeles River under
consideration for restoration by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers feasibility study is included
within the NPS special resource study area. The study legislation directs the NPS to determine
whether any portion of the Rim of the Valley Corridor study area is eligible to be designated as a
unit of the national park system or added to an existing national park unit (Santa Monica
Mountains National Recreation Area); and to explore other ways that private and governmental
entities can protect resources and provide more outdoor recreation opportunities.

The NPS conducted public scoping for the special resources study in 2010 and released
preliminary findings and alternative concepts for public review in 2012 in Newsletter #3. Habitat
connectivity is a key issue being considered in exploring alternatives for protecting and
interpreting nationally significant resources within the study area. This 11-mile stretch of the Los
Angeles River was included in a potential expansion of the Santa Monica Mountains National
Recreation Area (preliminary alternative concept C) in the draft study report and environmental
assessment currently being prepared by the study team. The draft study report will be presented
to the public for comment in summer 2014. A final study report is scheduled for submission to
Congress in early 2015. For additional information on the Rim of the Valley Special Resource
Study (RIVA) and a study area map, please refer to the project website

at: www.nps.gov/pwro/rimofthevalley.

For clarification regarding our comments, or for further assistance in addressing these concerns
and recommendations, please contact the following persons directly as needed:

David Szymanski, Superintendent, Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, 401 W.
Hillcrest Dr., Thousand Oaks CA 91360 (805) 370-2344.

Naomi Torres, Superintendent, Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail, 333 Bush St.,
Ste.500, San Francisco CA 94104 (415) 623-2315

Anne Dove, RTCA Outdoor Recreation Planner, National Park Service, 570 W. Avenue 26,
#175, Los Angeles CA 90065 (323) 441-9307

Barbara Butler, Rim of the Valley Study, National Park Service, 333 Bush St., Ste.500, San
Francisco, CA 94104 (415) 623-2311
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The Department of the Interior very much appreciates the opportunity to review the Draft

US DOI

EIS/EIR document and provide information and recommendations needed in order to prepare the

subsequent Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Integrated Feasibility Report.

Sincerely,

Patricia Sanderson Port
Regional Environmental Officer

Enclosure: Summary of NPS RTCA projects in the Los Angeles River watershed

CcC:
Director, OEPC

OEPC Natural Resource Management Team Leader, Dave Sire

OEPC Staff Contact, Loretta B. Sutton
Alan Schmierer, NPS
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Attachment 1

Summary of NPS RTCA projects in the Los Angeles River watershed

Project/Date: Los Angeles River Master Plan (FY92-FY96)

Partner: Los Angeles County Department of Public Works

Location: 51-mile Los Angeles River Corridor and 9-mile Tujunga Wash from the San Fernando
Valley to Long Beach

Description: The project objectives are to improve the appearance of the river; promote the
river as an economic asset to the surrounding communities; preserve, enhance and restore
environmental resources in and along the river; ensure that flood control and public safety
needs are met considering storm water management alternatives; and provide a safe
environment and a variety of recreational opportunities along the river--ensure safe access to
and compatibility between the river and other activity centers.

Project/Date: Arroyo Seco Watershed Restoration Feasibility Study (FY01-03)

Partners: North East Trees & Arroyo Seco Foundation

Location: Arroyo Seco Watershed including portions of the Angeles National Forest;
unincorporated community of Altadena; and the Cities of La Canada Flintridge, Pasadena, South
Pasadena, and Los Angeles

Description: The project objectives are to improve and connect 22 miles of trails along the
Arroyo Seco, and to the extent feasible, restore the hydrologic and ecological functioning of
this watershed as an integrated system.

Project/Date: Cornfield Arroyo Specific Plan (FY12-13)

Partner: Los Angeles Department of City Planning:

Location: City of Los Angeles’ Cornfield Arroyo Specific Plan (CASP) area around the Los
Angeles River and Arroyo Seco confluence including portions of the communities of Lincoln
Heights, Cypress Park, and Chinatown.

Description: The project objective is to create a 7.2-mile neighborhood trail network that
will connect the community to the Los Angeles River, Arroyo Seco and Los Angeles State
Historic Park; and engage high school students in assessment, and planning and design
recommendations.

Project/Date: Griffith Park Anza Trail (FY13-14)
Partner: Friends of Griffith Park
Location: Griffith Park, City of Los Angeles

Description: This project will result in enhancements to 4 miles of existing certified Juan
Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail within Griffith Park which will improve community
access to the trail, increase awareness of its historic significance, and support long-term
conservation of the resource.

Project/Date: Safe Routes to the River (FY 13-14)
Partner: Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority
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Location: Three communities along the Los Angeles River from its headwaters in Canoga Park
to the confluence with the Arroyo Seco, including the Glendale Narrows section of the river.

Description: The project will result in 2-3 miles of safe urban routes between the Los
Angeles River and 3-4 targeted schools and adjacent neighborhoods, and engagement of high
school students in assessment, and planning and design recommendations.

Project/Date: Northeast Los Angeles Riverfront Recreation and Open Space (FY13-14)
Partner: City of Los Angeles, Community Development Department

Location: Glendale Narrows reach of the Los Angeles River and surrounding communities of
Cypress Park, Elysian Valley, Glassell Park, and Atwater Village.

Description: The project objectives are to implement approximately 9 miles of the
recreational route of the Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail; enhanced access to
the Los Angeles River; and facilitate water-based recreation including kayaking, canoeing
and fishing along this river reach in part through the “Los Angeles River Recreation Zone
Pilot Program”.
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIVE SERVICE

FEeological Serviees
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
2177 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, Cabifornia 92008

In Reply Refer To:
FWS-LA-14B0040-14CP A0006

§OV 25 2013

Colonel Kimberly M. Colloton, PMP

District BEngineer

1.8, Army Corps of Ingincers, Los Angeles District
P.O. Box 532711

Los Angeles, California 90053-2325

4
Attention: Josephine Axt, PhD
Subject: l},os Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study
Dear Colonel Colloton:

On behalf of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), thank you for the opportunity to
provide comments on the U.S. Army Corps of Engincers (Corps) Los Angeles River Ecosystem
Restoration Feasibility Study (Study). Of the four primary Alternatives presented m the Study’s
Final Array, we endorse Alternative 20 because it is closely aligned with the mission of the
Service based on three factors: Connecting People with Nature; outreach to underserved
communitics; and enhancing biodiversity,

The Scrvice’s Conneeting People with Nature Tnitiative recognizes the natural world is part of
our heritage and it is our responsibility to make opportunities for youth to experience the natural
world and for children to grow up with the chance 10 develop a relationship with the land where
they live. The City of Los Angeles has one of the lowest ratios of open space per capita for its
residents of any city in the nation. Alternative 20 provides a significant increase in the amount
of restored open space created for Los Angelinos to interact with the natural world and
maximizes the opportunity to connect with nature on land relevant to their neighborhoods.

This past fall, the Service launched a multi-faceted Urban Wildlife Refuge Initiative to make its
programs reflect the diverse perspectives, values, and cultures of America. This initiative strives
to make programs far morce relevant to mitlions of Americans living in urban settings by giving
them myriad ways to participate in wildlile conservation and recreation, Such opportunitics to
participate in outdoor related activitics will provide economic benefits to local communitics as
new generations of ¢ity dwellers learn about wildlife-dependent recreation, Many Los Angelinos
have grown up without any real connection to wildlife or nature. For this rcason, onc of the cight
pilot projects selected as part of the Refuge Initiative is the Los Angeles River Urban Wildlife
Refuge Partnership. It is our intent 10 work with our Federal partners along the Los Angeles
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River to bring “the people to the river and the river to the people.,” Alternative 20 increases the
chanee {0 bring nature into people’s lives in one of the most urbanized areas of the country.

The Corps recognizes that the primary purpose of the proposed alteratives is to restore natural
hydrological functions providing riparian and aquatic habitats supporting a variety of sensitive
wildlife and cnhance key linkages that potentially provide for wildlife to move across the
landscape now fractured by development, Alternative 20 will accomplish more habitat
restoration thus creating habitats and open space, while forming wildlife corridors to areas
adjacent to the river floodplain.

Southern California geographically sits in a world-renowned biodiversity hotspot, the California
Floristic Provinee. Unfortunately, this region has been severely impacted by developrient,
None of the proposed alternatives in the Feasibility Study will reverse impacts of previous Tand
use practices; however, Alternative 20 has the greatest potential to improve biodiversity
historically assoctated with the floodplain. One of the management issues associated with this
region is climale change. Alternative 20 addresses some of the potential impacts of climate
change by mitigating the inercase in urban temperatures, improving water quality, incrcasing
shade factors, and lowering evaporation rates.

Alternative 20 maximizes the collective effort of the Federal government to most cfficiently join
the similar goals various agencics have to increase people’s exposure to the natural world and
enhance the living environment of a diverse group of people. In particular, Alternative 20
provides an ideal opportunity to cffectively reach out to underserved communities, We support
Alternative 20 because it provides habitat restoration and opportunities for outdoor recreation.
We believe the unique urban partnerships created by Alternative 20 can inspire the imagination
of ¢itizens and help create a connected conservation constituency of people who arc aware of,
anderstand, and support (ish and wildlife conservation,

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide comments on Corps’ Study. If you have any
questions regarding this letter, please contact Clark Winchell, Division Chief, Conservation
Partnerships Program, of this office at 760-431-9440, cxtension 2785,

Sincerely,

/( . Jim A. Bartel
‘ Field Supervisor
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| MIKE GATTO JIMMY GOMEZ

ASSEMBLY APPROPRIATIONS CHAIR DEMOCRATIC WHIP
ASSEMBLYMEMBER, FORTY-THIRD DISTRICT 5531,“1][ ASSEMBLYMEMBER, FIFTY- FIRST DISTRICT

STATE CAPETOL STATE CAPITOL
P.O. BOX 942849 P.0. BOX 942849

SACRAMENTO, CA 94249-0043 @altf nr]_‘[‘[a C,LBB‘[ 5[&{111: P SACRAMENTO, CA 942490051

(916)319-2043 (916] 319-2051

FAX (916) 319-2143 FAX [916) 319-2151
DISTRICT OFFICE . : DISTRICT OFFICE
300 EAST MAGINCLIA BLVD. 1910 WEST SUNSET BOULEVARD
SUHITE 504 SUITE 810
BURBANK, CA 91502 LOS ANGELES, GA 90245
(818) 558-3043 (213) 483-5151
FAX: (818) 558-3042 FAX (310) 615-3520
September 26, 2013

Lieutenant General Thomas Bostick
Commanding General

United States Army Corps of Engineers
441 G Street NW

Washington, DC 20314-1000

| RE: Los Angeles River: Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study, Alternative 20

Dear Lieutenant General Bbstick’,

| am writing to strongly urge the Unlted States Army Corps of Englneers to select Alternative 20 as the
preferred alternative to restore the Los Angeles River. Alternative 20 provides the most extensive
restoration of the Los Angeles River and includes restoration measures across the entire rlver system,
: to maximize the positive impact on dlsadvantaged communities throughout the Los Angeles area and
create a more functlonal and mterconnected watershed

The City of Los Angeles has been working closely W|th the us Army Corps of’ Englneers for more than
seven years to develop a plan to restore and revitalize the Los Angeles River. Out of its work with the
City of Los Angeles, the Army Corps has recently released the Los Angeles River Ecosystem
Restoration Feasibility Study, which provided several alternatives for habitat and stream restoration
along 11 miles of the LA River ecosystem to revive the ecological vitality and quality of the river.

| was disappointed to [earn that the Army Corps has identified Alternative 13, one of the alternatives
with minimal restoration projects, as their preferred alternative. Alternative 20 includes several
crucial restoration projects and hydrautic adjustments 1o the LA River which are éxcluded in
Alternative 13. For example, Alternative 20 includes improvements to the Verdugo Wash and creates
the Los Angeles River State Historic Park. Both improvements would add several acres of wetlands to
the River system, reestablishing connectlwty of historic rlparlan strand and freshwater marsh habitat
to support increased populations of wildlife and enhance habitat connect:vnty within the Los Angeles
Area. These improvements would also create increased connectivity for bikers and pedestrlans
unhzmg the LA River recreation areas. Additionally, although Alternative 20 will cost more, it will also
provide over 10,000 more jobs than Alternative 13 and maximizes restoration investment, with the
lowest percentage of construction cost attributable to real estate purchase, Improvements will also reach
further into the City of Los Angeles, providing greenspace for disadvantaged communities with little
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access to parks and open space. Simply, Alternative 13 doesn’t offer an alternative; it puts off the
vast majority of work which must be done to restore the Los Angeles River, thereby removing the
opportunity to lower the ultimate Federal, state and local cost of the restoration by consolidating
work and projects. '

For these reasons, 1 urge you to support Alternative 20 to maximize our investment dollars and
restore the Los Angeles River as a functional ecological system and a community resource. Please feel
free to contact me or my staff, Katerina Robinson, at (916)319-2043 if you have any further
questions.

Sincerely, 9 !

Mike Gatto Jig y Gomez

Assembly Member, 43rd District Assembly Member, 51st District
cc:

Assembly Member Richard Bloom, AD-50 Assembly Member | Bocanegra, AD-39

oo s

Assembly Member lan Calderon, AD-57 Assembly Member Ed Chau, AD-49

7@/ W’”

Senator Lou Correa, SD-34

CL. Wfon g/ pre

Assembly Member Chris Holden, AD-41 Senator Ted Lieu, SD-28

Canttie A o

Senator Carol Liu, SD-25 Assembly Member Adrin Nazarian, AD-46

AssemblyfMember Roger Herndndez,
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| 1 M/ (
AMIV Member Alex Padilla,y Assembly Member Anthony Rendon, AD-63

Assembly Member Raderi{.(k)ﬁﬁght, AD-35 selfator FraVPaIvey, S[ﬂZ?

12/ Mﬁwﬁi

Assembly Member Al Muratsuchi, AD-66
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September 27, 2013

Lieutenant General Thomas Bostick
Commanding General

United States Army Corp of Engineers
441 G Street NW

Washington, DC 20314-1000

RE: Comment in support of Alternative 20 (the “RIVER” alternative)
Draft Integrated Feasibility Report, Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study

Dear Lt. General Bostick,

| appreciate and commend the ongoing efforts of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
(Corps) on behalf of restoring and revitalizing the Los Angeles River (river). We share the vision of a river
restored to its vital and historic roles of providing riparian habitat and ecosystem support, connectivity between
ecological zones, and numerous recreational, economic and cultural opportunities while still maintaining
existing flood control capabilities and public safety. My state senate district includes the Sepulveda Basin and
the headwaters of the river in Canoga Park, and last year the State Legislature passed the resolution I authored,
SCR 101, honoring the commitment and leadership demonstrated by many, including the Corps, in the creation
of parks and the restoration of natural habitats along the river and its San Fernando Valley tributaries. 1am a
long-time supporter of efforts to help re-connect the public with the river, including the kayak tours the last few
summers that the Corps was an important partner in. As you know, there is long-standing state support for river
restoration efforts, such as the development of adjacent “pocket parks” and the relatively recent creation of two
new units of the state park system along the river.

I am writing today to comment on the recently-released Draft Integrated Feasibility Report (report) of the Los
Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study. 1 join the entire Los Angeles City Council, the Los
Angeles River Corporation, political leaders and numerous organizations devoted to the river in believing that
Alternative 20 — the more comprehensive “RIVER” alternative — should be the preferred choice of the Corps,
not the tentatively selected Alternative 13. Alternative 20, as the Corps acknowledges, meets the “best buy”
criterion and provides for maximum river ecosystem restoration at sites including the Arroyo Seco confluence,
the Los Angeles State Historic Park (“Cornfields”), Piggyback Yard, the Bowtie and G-2 parcels of the Taylor
Yard, and the Verdugo Wash confluence. The report itself acknowledges that future restoration both upstream
and downstream of the 11 mile “ARBOR” reach of the river studied is hindered by existing urbanization.
Concrete can be removed, water velocities reduced and ecosystems restored in the Glendale Narrows reach that
may not be possible elsewhere. It is therefore imperative that the opportunities presented by Alternative 20 be
seized. While Alternative 20 is more costly than Alternative 13, the Corps’ own projections indicate that
significantly more jobs and cumulative impact of redevelopment long-term economic activity are associated
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with Alternative 20. | urge the Corps to reconsider its tentative selection of Alternative 13 in favor of
Alternative 20.

As chair of the Senate Natural Resources and Water Committee and a member of the Senate Environmental
Quality Committee, I am aware of the daunting environmental challenges facing the restoration of the river.
These challenges are not insurmountable, however, and choosing Alternative 20 is the best step forward to
achieving a sustainable river while protecting public safety.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Fran Pavley
Senator, 27" Senate District

cc: Colonel Kimberly M. Colloton, Commander, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles Dist.
Josephine Axt, Ph.D., Chief, Planning Division, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles Dist.
Supervisor Zev Yaroslavsky, County of Los Angeles
Mayor Eric Garcetti, City of Los Angeles
Members, Los Angeles City Council
Gary Moore, City Engineer, City of Los Angeles
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COMMITTEES

ARTS, ENTERTAINMENT, SPORTS,
TOURISM AND INTERNET MEDIA

BUDGET

ENVIRONMENTAL SAFETY AND
TOXIC MATERIALS

HIGHER EDUCATION

Assewbly

(ﬂahfnrma Tegislature

Bloom

STATE CAPTTOL
PO. BOX 942849
SACRAMENTO, CA 94249-0050
(916) 319-2050
FAX (916) 319-2150

DISTRICT OFFICES

2800 28TH STREET, SUITE 150
; 3 5 SANTA MONICA, CA 90405
(310) 450-0041 AND
» RICHARD BLOOM by Sooata]
CHAIR, BUDGET SUBCOMMITTEE NO:; 3 ON RESOURCES &TRANSPORTATION FAX (310) 450-6090
ASSEMBLYMEMBER FIFTIETH DISTRICT

E-MAIL
assemblymember.bloom @ assembly.ca.gov

October 17, 2013

Mr. Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D.

Chief, Planning Division, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Los Angeles District

P.0.Box 532711

Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325

Dear Ms. Axt

I strongly support Alternative 20 as we take the next step in revitalizing and restoring the natural and
historic heritage of the Los Angeles River. As someone who has lived near the river for almost my entire
life and recently kayaked the river, | am intimately aware of the environmental and recreational benefits
of this project.

Only Alternative 20 embraces the vision of an urban waterway that supports wildlife habitat and
becomes acce55|ble and'usable as a recreational opportunity for everyone in the region, regardless of
socioeconomic status. Alternative 20 connects the restored river to the Los Angeles State Historic Park -
a key component providing the urban population, particularly the economically disadvantaged, with
access to green open space and a natural wildlife corridor. Additionally, Alternative 20 sets in motion
the plan for greater federal and local funding coordination that will increase public access through
various channel terracing and other improvements. Absent these initiatives, much of the river will still
be unconnected to the community which is contrary to the commitment of the federal government’s
Urban Waters Federal Partnership as well as the primary goals and purpose of the restoration project.

For decades, the surrounding communities have worked hard to make the seemingly impossible a
reality. But now, much of that reality rests on the decision before the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. For
_ these reasons, | ask that you do all that you can, support Alternative 20, and make this project the
model urban waterway revitalization project the best in the country.

Thank you for your time and consideration of this matter. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you
need anything further.

Sincerely,

RICHARD BLOOM ocr 2520,3

Assemblymember 50 Dustrlct
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CDFW

From: Harris, Scott P.@Wildlife [mailto:Scott.P.Harris@wildlife.ca.gov]

Sent: Thursday, November 07, 2013 9:17 AM

To: Jones, Erin L SPL; Birosik, Shirley@Waterboards

Cc: Schmoker, Kelly@Wildlife

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: LA River Feasibility Study/EIS/EIR - comments (UNCLASSIFIED)

Hi Erin,

I did not have any substantive comments other than making sure whoever performs the work touch

bases with CDFW to determine if they need a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement. Sometimes

these types of projects involving the COE and local governments, public works, etc. lead to regulatory
confusion Down the Road depending on who does the work, owns the property, etc.

————— Original Message-----

From: Harris, Scott P.@Wildlife [mailto:Scott.P.Harris@wildlife.ca.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, October 01, 2013 11:19 AM

To: Jones, Erin L SPL

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: LA River EIS (UNCLASSIFIED)

Hi Erinn,

I had a question after reading through some sections of the NEPA/CEQA doc for the LA River
Restoration Project:

In Volume one Page 5-51 of the Integrated Feasibility Report, | saw a discussion of impacts to waters
of the U.S. described under the impact section. Is there a similar discussion of impacts to waters of the
state? | did see a reference to CDFW and the Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSSA)
requirement. | know folks in our streambed program will be wondering what these impacts will be and
who will be contacting them for the LSAA for the actual work. Will the City if LA and/or LA County be
doing the initial restoration work?

Also | know shorebirds forage on the algae covered areas of the concrete lined bed of the LA Rive in
some stretches. Will this foraging habitats be lost following restoration of the various stretches that may
provide this open habitat and is this canalized in the document? Thank you.


mailto:Scott.P.Harris@wildlife.ca.gov
mailto:Scott.P.Harris@wildlife.ca.gov
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CA StateClearinghous

- S
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 5‘*“"”{%
£ *3 %
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 2 ﬁ £
5 - T

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit e B

Edmund G, Brown Jr. Ken Alex

Governor ' Director

November 5, 2013

Jim Doty

City of Los Angeles, Public Works, Engineering
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600

Los Angeles, CA 90015

Subject: Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Study
SCH#: 2008121014

Dear Jim Doty:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. The
review period closed on November 4, 2013, and no state agencies submitted comments by that date. This
letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the
environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the

ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office.

Sincerely,

Stott Morgan
Director, State Clearinghouse

1400 TENTH STREET P.0. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
TEL (916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.0opr.ca.gov
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Document Details Report CA StateClearinghous,

State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2008121014
Project Title Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Study
Lead Agency Los Angeles, City of
Type EIR DraftEIR
Description  The primary purpose of the proposed project and alternatives considered in this study is to restore

‘approximately 1 1-miles of the Los ‘Angeles River from approximately Griffith Park-to-downtownLos

Angeles. This reach is identified as the "Area with Restoration Benefits and Opportunities for
Restoration” reach, or ARBOR reach. Restoration would occur by reestablishing riparian strand,
freshwater marsh, and aquatic habitat communities and reconnecting the River to major tributary
confluences and its historic floodplain, while maintaining existing levels of flood risk management.
Opportunities for future regional connections fo the habitat zones of the Santa Monica, San Gabriel,
and Verdugo Mountains would also be created. A secondary purpose is {o provide recreational
opportunities consistent with the restored ecosystem within this 11 mile reach of the river.

Lead Agency Contact

Name
Agency
Phone
email
Address
City

Jim Doty

City of Los Angeles, Public Works, Engineering

213 4855759 Fax

1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600

Los Angeles State CA  Zip 90015

Project Location

County

City

Region
Lat/Long
Cross Streels
Parcel No.
Township

Los Angeles
Los Angeles, City of

34°5'51.72" N/ 118° 14' 22.62" W
Zoo Dr. & Riverside Dr.; Fletcher Dr. & Riverside Dr.; E. Cesar E. Chavez Ave & Mission

18 Range 13W Section 9 Base

Proximity to:

Highways
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use

I-5, 110, SR 2, 134

Burbank Bob Hope

Metrolink, Metro, UPRR

Los Angeles River, Arroyo Seco, Verdugo Wash
Sonia Sotomayor Learning

Various, residential, commercial, recreational, riparian

Project Issues

Aesthetic/Visual; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Biological Resources; Economics/Jobs; Flood
Plain/Flooding; Geologic/Seismic; Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Recreation/Parks; Sail

--Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation;. Vegetation; Water Quality; ...

Wetland/Riparian; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Cumulative Effects

Reviewing
Agencies

Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 5; Department of Parks and Recreation;
Department of Water Resources; Caltrans, Division of Aeronautics; California Highway Patrol;
Caltrans, District 7; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 4; Department of Toxic Substances
Control; Native American Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Commission; State Lands Commission;
Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy

Date Received

09/20/2013 . Start of Review 09/20/2013 End of Review 11/04/2013
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SCAQMD

South Coast o
Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178

(909) 396-2000 « www.agmd.gov

SENT VIA USPS AND E-MAIL: November 18, 2013
Erin.L.Jones@usace.army.mil

Ms. Erin Jones, CESPL-PD-RN
Project Environmental Coordinator
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 532711

Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325

Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
(Draft EIS/EIR) for the Proposed Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration
Integrated Feasibility Report

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) staff appreciates the
opportunity to comment on the above-mentioned document. The following comments
are meant as guidance for the Lead Agency and should be incorporated into the Final
NEPA/CEQA document.

In the project description, the lead agency proposes to restore approximately 11 miles of
the Los Angeles River from approximately Griffith Park to downtown Los Angeles and
to provide recreational opportunities consistent with the restored ecosystem within the
11-mile reach of the river. Construction would begin in July 2016 and end in early 2017.

The lead agency has analyzed four of the 19 original alternatives in the draft
NEPA/CEQA document selecting Alternative 13, Arbor Corridor Extension (ACE), as
the lead agency’s Tentatively Selected Plan. This alternative would restore the river
areas by reestablishing the river banks bordering the river along the 11-mile river reach
and the freshwater marsh and habitat communities that live on, in or near the project
water areas. In addition, the proposed project would reconnect the river to major water
sources that join the river and the river’s historic flood plain, while still managing for
flood control. The proposed project would also connect the river area’s habitat zones and
provide recreational opportunities within the restored project area. Between the four
alternatives, the lead agency estimates that as many as 477 daily truck trips could occur
for activities that include excavation, soil movement and debris removal but 338 daily
truck trips are specifically projected to be used during Alternative 13. In its analyses, the
lead agency has determined that Alternative 13 as well as the other three alternatives
substantially exceed the recommended daily regional and localized significance
thresholds for NOx, CO, PM10, PM2.5 and ROG emissions. The SCAQMD staff
therefore recommends that the lead agency consider additional feasible mitigation
measures and incorporate them into the Final EIS/EIR if they are found to be feasible.
Details regarding these and other comments are included in the attachment.
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SCAQMD

Ms. Erin Jones, 2 November 18, 2013
Project Environmental Coordinator

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, please provide the SCAQMD staff
with written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the adoption of the Final
Environmental Impact Report. The SCAQMD staff is available to work with the Lead
Agency to address these issues and any other air quality questions that may arise. Please
contact Gordon Mize, Air Quality Specialist - CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3302, if you
have any questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely,
YA % 74
lan MacMillan

Program Supervisor, Inter-Governmental Review
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources

Attachment
IM:GM

LAC130919-06
Control Number
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Ms. Erin Jones, 3 November 18, 2013

SCAQMD

Project Environmental Coordinator

1.

Air Quality Analysis

In the air quality analysis in Appendix F (Table 2.2 Construction Data under
Equipment Mix for All Alternatives), the lead agency lists the equipment mixture for
all alternatives estimating 11 pieces of equipment per day but the number and types of
equipment do not agree with the amounts entered in the CalEEMod modeling inputs
for Alternative 13 that shows six pieces of off-road equipment. This discrepancy
should be clarified and/or revised in the final NEPA/CEQA document and applicable
analyses.

Large Operation Notification

On page five in Appendix F, the lead agency describes each alternative as a large-
scale development project with each size exceeding 500 acres. Should the proposed
project fall under the requirements of Rule 403 — Fugitive Dust for large operations
according to SCAQMD Rule 403(c)(18), then the lead agency should submit
SCAQMD Form 403N (Large Operation Notification Form) to the SCAQMD.
Questions concerning Form 403N can be directed to SCAQMD Engineering and
Compliance staff at (909) 396-2372.

Mitigation Measures — Construction

Since the lead agency has determined in the Draft EIS/EIR air quality analysis that
construction air quality impacts exceed the recognized air quality significance levels
for CO, NOx, PM10, PM2.5, and ROG, the SCAQMD staff recommends the
following additional mitigation measures in the Final EIS/EIR pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.4 to reduce the project’s significant air quality impacts in
addition to the Best Management Practices and Impact Avoidance Measures included
in the draft document listed on page 19 in Appendix F. The following measures have
been determined to be feasible and applicable to past projects within other
jurisdictions.*

» Post-January 1, 2015: All off-road diesel-powered construction equipment
greater than 50 hp shall meet the Tier 4 emission standards, where available.
In addition, all construction equipment shall be outfitted with BACT devices
certified by CARB. Any emissions control device used by the contractor shall
achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what could be achieved by a
Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine as
defined by CARB regulations.

* Require the use of 2010 and newer diesel haul trucks (e.g., material delivery
trucks and soil import/export), and if the lead agency determines that 2010
model year or newer diesel trucks cannot be obtained, the lead agency shall
use trucks that meet EPA 2007 model year NOx and PM emissions
requirements.

! For example see the Metro Green Construction Policy at:
http://www.metro.net/projects_studies/sustainability/images/Green Construction Policy.pdf
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SCAQMD

Ms. Erin Jones, 4 November 18, 2013

Project Environmental Coordinator

A copy of each unit’s certified tier specification, BACT documentation, and
CARB or SCAQMD operating permit shall be provided at the time of
mobilization of each applicable unit of equipment.

Recommended Additions:
Combustion Emissions from Construction Equipment

* Provide temporary traffic controls such as a flag person, during all phases
of construction to maintain smooth traffic flow.

* Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and
equipment on-and off-site.

» Reroute construction trucks away from congested streets or sensitive
receptor areas.

* Require the use of electricity from power poles rather than temporary
diesel or gasoline power generators.

» Encourage construction contractors to apply for SCAQMD “SOON”
funds. Incentives could be provided for those construction contractors who
apply for SCAQMD “SOON” funds. The “SOON” program provides
funds to accelerate clean up of off-road diesel vehicles, such as heavy duty
construction equipment. More information on this program can be found
at the following website:
http://www.agmd.gov/tao/Implementation/SOONProgram.htm .

Fugitive Dust

» Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison
concerning on-site construction activity including resolution of issues
related to PM10 generation.

» Suspend all excavating and grading operations when wind speeds (as
instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 miles per hour

* Require frequent street sweeping surrounding the project site to minimize
fugitive dust emissions from track-out. All street sweeping shall use
alternatively fueled sweepers that are equivalent to those specified in
SCAQMD Rules 1186 and 1186.1.

» Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit the construction site onto
paved roads or wash off trucks and any equipment leaving the site each trip.

* Apply water three times daily, or non-toxic soil stabilizers according to
manufacturers™ specifications, to all unpaved parking or staging areas or
unpaved road surfaces.

» Replace ground cover in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.

» Apply non-toxic soil stabilizers according to manufacturers’ specifications to
all inactive construction areas (previously graded areas inactive for ten days
or more).

6]
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Ms. Erin Jones, 5 November 18, 2013

Project Environmental Coordinator

For additional measures to reduce off-road construction equipment emissions, refer to the
mitigation measure tables located at the following website:
www.agmd.gov/cega/handbook/mitigation/MM intro.html.

NEPA Thresholds and General Conformity

The Draft EIR/EIS includes NEPA thresholds of 50 tons/year for CO, NOx, ROG, SO2,
PM10, and PM2.5 to determine significance. SCAQMD staff notes that these thresholds
are not equivalent to the General Conformity thresholds.? For example, due to our
extreme nonattainment status for ozone, the General Conformity threshold is only 10
tons/year for NOx. The lead agency should contact SCAQMD staff at (909) 396-3056 to
discuss how General Conformity for this project. In addition, the Final EIR/EIS should
discuss General Conformity for all pollutants and how the NEPA thresholds correspond
to General Conformity thresholds.

Alternative Disposal Methods

A significant fraction of the project’s NOx emissions come from hauling soil away from
the site using trucks. With the existing rail lines in the area, the project may be able to
utilize this resource to replace truck trips. As an example, a recent project being
conducted at Taylor Yard by the California Department of Toxic Substances Control® is
hauling contaminated soils away using a local rail line, thus substantially reducing the
number of truck trips. The Final EIR/EIS should evaluate this measure and implement it
if found feasible to reduce air quality impacts.

2 Available here: http://www.epa.gov/air/genconform/deminimis.html
% http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/profile report.asp?global id=19470006



l1pdwrjm
Line

l1pdwrjm
Text Box
8

l1pdwrjm
Line

l1pdwrjm
Text Box
9

l1ed9fn9
Text Box
SCAQMD


Countyof LA Parks& Rec

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
“Parks Make Life Better!”
Russ Guiney, Director John Wicker, Chief Deputy Director
November 18, 2013 Sent via email: comments.|ariverstudv@usace.army.mil.

Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D

Chief, Planning Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Los Angeles District

P.O. Box 532711

ATTN: Ms. Erin Jones
CESPL-PD-RN

Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325

Dear Dr. Axt:

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF A DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY AND ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR
THE LOS ANGELES RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION STUDY

The Draft Feasibility Study and Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
for the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Study has been reviewed for potential impacts
on County facilities operated by this Department and we offer the following comments:

A “proposed” County trail, the LA River Trail Extension, is located on the eastern bank of the
Los Angeles River beginning at Fletcher Avenue in the north (within the northern limit of the
restoration project) and extending south past the downtown area. Please consult with the
Department’s Trails Section to ensure that a coordinated trails effort takes place.

Thank you for including this Department in the environmental review process. To obtain
electronic County trails data, please contact Jeremy Bok in the Trails Section at (213) 351-5137
or jpok@lacounty.gov.

Sincerely,

b (.f
Kathline J. King, Chief
Planning Division

KK: JAR: JIC/ Response to Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration

Enclosure: Proposed County Trail, Los Angeles River Extension

¢: Parks and Recreation (N. E. Garcia, J. Rupert, F. Moreno, J. Bok, F. Yee, J. Chien)

Executive Offices «+ 433 South Vermont Avenue * Los Angeles, CA 90020-1975 - (213) 738-2961
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LA DPW

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

“To Enrich Lives Through Effective and Caring Service”

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
. ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331
GAIL FARBER, Director Telephone: (626) 458-5100

hitp://dpw.lacounty.gov ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:
P.0. BOX 1460
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91802-1460

IN REPLY PLEASE

REFER TO FILE WMD‘S

November 18, 2013

Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D.
Chief, Planning Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 532711

Los Angeles, CA 90053

Attention Ms. Erin Jones
Dear Dr. Axt:

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
COMMENTS FOR THE LOS ANGELES RIVER
ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION INTEGRATED FEASIBILITY REPORT

The County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works and Los Angeles County Flood
Control District support efforts to improve, restore, and create ecosystems within our
watersheds. The Ecosystem Restoration Study (Study) identifies opportunities for open
space and parks, which will improve aesthetics of the Los Angeles River (River),
provide an environment for passive recreation, and enhance environmental resources
along the River consistent with parts of the Los Angeles River Master Plan.

The Study identifies communities within the project limits currently at risk of flooding due
to a storm of 100-year frequency. The Study states that a Letter of Map Revision will be
filed with the Federal Emergency Management Agency and that the risk will be
communicated to the impacted communities. The Los Angeles County Flood Control
District supports all efforts to reduce flood risk including education. It is recommended
that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers together with the Cities of Burbank, Glendale,
and Los Angeles inform the impacted communities of the associated risk.
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Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D.
November 18, 2013
Page 2

Also, we did not see any information in the Study on impacts to the interior drainage
system resulting from any increased water surface elevations. We recommend this
information be included in the final report.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at
(626) 458-4300 or ghildeb@dpw.lacounty.gov or your staff may contact Ms. Terri Grant
at (626) 458-4309 or tgrant@dpw.lacounty.gov.

Very truly yours,

GAIL FARBER
Director of Public Works

vy Pt

GARY HIFDEBRAND
Assistant Deputy Director
Watershed Management Division

KK:sw

P:\wmpub\Secretarial\2013 Documents\Letter\feasibilityreport.doc\C 13397
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Dr. Josephine R. Axt
Ms. Erin Jones
November 18, 2013
Page 2

Verdugo Hills."! It would also add a freshwater marsh at the downtown Los Angeles
Cornfields site.? Alternative 20 also incorporates Arroyo Seco plan features from
Alternative 13, including the softening of the concrete banks and bed for half a mile
along the Arroyo, and the creation of a backwater wetland with more riverbank
vegetation at the confluence with the LA River. This connectivity restoration would have
immense significance in increasing wildlife linkages and movement between the
Griffith Park SEA, the Verdugo Mountains SEA and the proposed Altadena Foothills and
Arroyos SEA, by restoring a total of 719 acres of habitat along the 11 mile study reach®
and would revitalize regional wildlife linkages through one of the County's most
urbanized areas, as shown in your study's Figure 6-12, “Alternative 20 Potential
Regional Habitat Connectivity with Increase from 16 Shown by the Polygons”.*

The proposed Altadena Foothills and Arroyos SEA includes important watershed areas
that drain from the Altadena Foothills to the stream headlands that flow into the
Arroyo Seco. Improvements to the Arroyo’s confluence with the LA River will increase
the potential upstream connectivity and allow for greater retention and filtration of
natural groundwater generated in the proposed SEA. Although the County does not
have land use jurisdiction over either the Griffith Park SEA or the Verdugo Mountains
SEA, as they are both located within incorporated cities, the connectivity that the
restoration proposed in Alternative 20 would create between the three SEAs is
extremely important for improving the greater regional linkages between the
Santa Monica Mountains SEA to the southwest and the Angeles National Forest to the
north. Taken in conjunction with the potential expansion of the Santa Monica Mountains
National Recreation Area under consideration in the National Park Service’s Rim of the
Valley Study, these national efforts represent a significant local opportunity to increase
the connection between urban parks and large natural habitat areas surrounding the
San Fernando Valley, creating the opportunity for many of the County's urban residents
and wildlife to regain greater connections to the larger natural areas located in the
Santa Monica Mountains and the Angeles National Forest.

Although the comments of our Department specifically address how Alternative 20
would best align with the objectives of our SEA Program; the larger picture is that the
restoration of the Los Angeles River will enhance Los Angeles County in many ways.
Alternative 20 has been supported by our Board of Supervisors, the Mayor of the City of

*Executive Summary, Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Draft Integrated Feasibility Report ,
2013, pg xxvii

? Executive Summary, pg xxix

3 Chapter 6, Los Angeles River Ecosystem Resforation Draft Integrated Feasibility Report,2013, pg 6-23

* Chapter 6, pg 6-26
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3 LaBonge

City CouUNciL oF THE City oF Los ANGELES

ROOM 480, CITY HALL
$ 1.OS ANGELES, CA 80012
(213) 485-3337

October 9, 2013 FAX (213} 624-7810

TOM LABONGE

COUNCILMEMBER 4TH DISTRICT

Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D.; Chief, Planning Division;
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; Los Angeles District;
P.O. Box 532711;

"ATTN: Ms. Erin Jones, CESPL-PD-RN;

Los Angeles, California 90053-2325

Dear Ms. Axt,

After working with activists for decades to raise awareness for the revitalization of the Los
Angeles River, I am gratified that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is supporting the restoration
of the river’s natural habitat. [ have been an ardent supporter of the City’s River Revitalization
Master Plan and all-things River. The beautiful Los Angeles River is adjacent to Griffith Park.

I am writing today to urge your selection of Alternative 20 of the Draft Integrated Feasibility
Report of the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study.

My district includes the Glendale Narrows, which is within the ARBOR area, the focus of the
feasibility study. Over the past ten years, | have happily watched as blue herons and other bird
species, as well as fish and people, have return to this beautiful stretch of the Los Angeles River
where [ played as a child. The Glendale Narrows gives us a glimpse of the potential for the river
as a natural, park-lined waterway where Angelenos from all of Los Angeles can come together to
ride horses, fish and ride bikes along the river.

This vision for the river’s future inspired me to urge that Alternative 20, the most comprehensive
plan outlined in the study, be chosen as the preferred alternative of the report. This alternative
provides for the greatest bang for the buck as well as several other significant improvements
within my district: widening the soft-bottomed riverbed near Riverside Avenue and Victory

" Boulevard as well as the restoration of the Verdugo Wash confluence, a critical ecosystem area.

The City of Los Angeles has been eager for decades to work with the Army Corps to restore
natural elements of the river while continuing to provide flood control and ensure public safety.
We are at a critical moment with tremendous potential for influencing the future growth of Los
Angeles. Please continue working with us by selecting Alternative 20 as the preferred plan for
the restoration of our river. Thank you.

Sincerely,

T
Councilmember, 4% District


l1ed9fn9
Text Box
LaBonge


O'Farrell

Education and Neighborhoods

Arts, Parks, Healih, Aging and ‘
Los Angeles River M Hfﬂ@i i H @ F ,ﬁ‘g R @“% E Lgm Member

Chair R
e Counciimember Innovation, Technology and
Personnel and Animal s ; ; ; Ceneral Services
s Thirteenth Council Disfrict
Welfare Member
Vice-Chalr

Public Safety
Member

November 18, 2013

Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D.; Chief, Planning Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; Los Angeles District
P.O. Box 532711

ATTN: Ms. Erin Jones, CESPL-PD-RN

Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325

Dear Dr. Axt,

I have the great privilege to represent many of the communities surrounding the Los Angeles
River while also serving as the chair of the Los Angeles City Council’s Arts, Parks, Health,
Aging and River Committee and I am writing to express my strong support of Alternative 20
contained in the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Feasibility Study, also known as the Alternative
with Restoration Benefits and Opportunities for Revitalization (ARBOR) study. I have been
closely involved in the development of the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Feasibility Study and
know that it reflects years of work and aspiration--from the Army Corps of Engineers (ACE), the
City, and countless Angelenos.

The primary goal of the ARBOR study is to restore 11 miles of the LA River from Griffith Park
to Downtown by reestablishing riparian strand, freshwater marsh, and aquatic habitat
communities and reconnecting the river to major tributaries while maintaining existing levels of
flood risk management. This project will be one of the largest examples of urban ecosystem
restoration, in the nation’s second most populous city. [ stand with the Friends of the Los Angeles
River, the Los Angeles River Revitalization Corporation and the National Resources Defense
Council and encourage ACE to ultimately recognize the long term benefits of selecting
Alternative 20 as an investment in the future of the LA River. The City’s partnership with ACE
in this endeavor reflects our confidence in your ability to deliver on this unprecedented
opportunity to rectify the environmental damage resulting from the river’s channelization.

Connectivity is a key element of the study and Alternative 20 is the only option that connects the
LA River to Piggyback Yard. Additionally, the restoration of the Verdugo Wash and the Los
Angeles Historic Park, two key river adjacent properties, are critical pieces to connecting the river
to the surrounding communities, mountains and streams. Alternative 20 restores the most acreage,
resulting in the largest increase in habitat, vegetation and expanse of a naturalized River bottom.
This effort will benefit the entire River system.

The remaking of the LA River represents a threshold moment for the City of Los Angeles. The
City of Los Angeles is deeply committed to partnering with ACE and will lead the efforts for land
assemblage and remediation. The City has already taken bold actions to ensure that the LA River

CITY HALL 200 N. Spring St. Room 450 Los Angeles CA 90012 OFFICE: 213,473, 7013 FAX: 213.473.7734
DISTRICT OFFICE 5500 Hollywood Boulevard Los Angeles CA 90028 OFFICE: 323.957 4500 FAX: 323.957.6841
www.cdl3.lacity.org

G,
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is protected through the development of Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan and the
Los Angeles River Improvement Overlay District. The City has consistently demonstrated a
commitment to the revitalization of the entire LA River system.

I will continue to be a leader for the revitalization of the entire LA River system including its
tributaries and surrounding lands. The works that has been completed thus far such as the
development of multiple parks, the LA River bicycle path and design of two new pedestrian
bridges are bringing benefits to the City of Los Angeles. The benefits are directly felt in
communities that are lacking green space and live with high levels of pollution caused by freeway
adjacency and industrial uses.

In Los Angeles we have thousands of young people growing up in neighborhoods that do not
have safe, easily-accessible places to play, exercise, or rest outside. Natural open spaces are the
lungs of cities--important for people and wildlife simultaneously. Recreation spaces facilitate
better physical and mental health and social cohesion. We are a vast City of immigrants with an
incredibly diverse population that makes us stronger every day. Our size makes regional policy-
making challenging, but not in the case of the LA River. Never before has our region come
together in expressing unified support for such a sweeping transformation of our natural
landscape. The restoration of the LA River is an opportunity to bridge communities and create a
sustainable Los Angeles.

In conclusion, Alternative 13 does not go far enough in providing the building blocks for
biodiversity that are necessary to reconnect our River with its historic floodplain. Alternative 16
goes further in legitimately connecting the Piggyback Yard to the River, but it misses
opportunities by ignoring the chance to restore the River’s confluence with the Verdugo Wash
and the only large-scale western connection between the LA State Historic Park and the River.
Only Alternative 20 would accommodate these important connections to existing significant
ecological areas in the Verdugo and Elysian Hills.

A major goal of the study was to create important connectivity and the most complete
biodiversity across an 11 mile stretch of the LA River, and while Alternative 13 marks significant
progress for the LA River, it does not go as far as Alternative 20. | appreciate your consideration
and know that Alternative 20 is the most beneficial option for the Army Corps of Engineers and
the City of Los Angeles, since it can deliver the largest increase in habitat with more restored
acres than any other alternative.

With kind regards,

MITCH O’FARRELL
Councilmember, District 13
City of Los Angeles

Los Angeles City Council

CC: Mayor Eric Garcetti
Members of the Los Angeles City Council
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Bicycle Advisory Committee
of the City of Los Angeles

October 8, 2013

Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D.

Chief, Planning Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
P.O. Box 532711

ATTN: Ms. Erin Jones, CESPL-PD-RN

Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325

Re: Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Integrated Feasibility Report, Environmental
Impact Study, and Environmental Impact Report:
Support for Alternative 20

Dear Dr. Axt:

The Bicycle Advisory Committee of the City of Los Angeles (“BAC”) was established to serve in an
advisory capacity “in the encouragement and facilitation of the use of the bicycle as regular means of
transportation and recreation.” Our membership consists of four members appointed by the Mayor of
Los Angeles, and one member representing each of the City’s fifteen council districts.

On October 1, 2013, the BAC voted unanimously to add its voice in support of the attached Resolution
adopted by the Los Angeles City Council and approved by Mayor Garcetti, which urges the Corps of

Engineers to adopt the most expansive Los Angeles River ecosystem restoration, or Alternative 20.

Very truly yours,

Jeff Jacobberger
Chair, Bicycle Advisory Committee

cc: Nat Gale, Office of the Mayor
Michelle Mowery, Senior Bicycle Coordinator
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HOLLY L. WOLCOTT
Interim City Clerk

When making inquiries refative to
this matter, please refer fo the
Councl File No.

September 6, 2013

To All Interested Parties:

CITY OF LOS ANGELES

CALIFORNIA

ERIC GARCETTI
MAYOR

LA BAC

Office of the
CITY CLERK

Council and Public Services
Room 395, City Hall
Les Angeles, GA 80012
General Information - {213) 978.1133
Fax: (213) 978-1040

SHANNON HOPPES
Council and Public Services
Division

ww citycleric.lagity.org

The City Council adopted the action(s), as attached, under Council File No. _10-0270-

S3 , atits meeting held _ August 23, 2013 .

City Clerk
io

An Equal Employment Opportunity — Affirmative Action Employer
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RE: A LOS ANGELES RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION FEASIBILITY STUDY ALTERNATIVE THAT
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. \ » WHEREAS, any official position of the City of Los Angeles with respect to legislation, rules, regulations

' \ or policies proposed to or pending before a local, state or federal governmental body or agency must have
first been adopted in the form of a Resolution by the City Council with the concurrence of the Mayor; and
WHEREAS, In 2006, recognizing the environmental degradation occurring in and along the Los Angeles
River within the City’s boundaries, the City Council authorized the Board of Public Works to execute an
agreement with the US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) for the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration
Feasibility Study also known as the ARBOR Study (Study), committing the City to a fifty (50) percent
share of the cost as local sponsor (C.F. 06-0496), which was increased in 2009 as the total Study cost was
raised to nine million seven hundred ten thousand dollars (§9,710,000) (C.F. 07-1342-S8); and

WHEREAS, In 2010, the County of Los Angeles contributed one hundred thirty thousand dollars
($130,000) to the Study because of the Study’s role in furthering its Los Angeles River restoration goals
(C.F. 07-1342-S8); and :

WHEREAS, In 2012, Friends of the Los Angeles River (FoLAR), the longest-standing advocacy group
supporting restoration of the river, committed nine hundred seventy thousand dollars ($970,000) to the
Study for its completion (C.F. 10-0270-52); and

WHEREAS, The Study is consistent with the goals of President Obama’s America’s Great Outdoors
initiative, which includes direction to “Reconnect Americans, especially children, to America's rivers
and waterways...” and to “Build upon State, local, private, and tribal priorities for the conservation of
land, water, wildlife, historic, and cultural resources, creating corridors and connectivity across these
outdoor spaces, and for enhancing neighborhood parks...” asking federal agencies to ““...determine
how the Federal Government can best advance those priorities through public private partnerships and
locally supported conservation strategies”; and

WHEREAS, The Los Angeles River watershed was selected as one of only seven nationwide first-
phase pilots of the Urban Waters Federal Partnership, an unplementatlm*r piece of the America’s Gieat
Outdoors initiative, which aims to “stimulate regional and local economies, ereate local _]ObS improve
quality of life, and protect Americans' health by revitalizing urban waterways in under-served
communities across the country” and the Study was selected as the top priority of the Urban Waters
Federal Partnership in Los Angeles; and

WHEREAS, In 2013, the Corps has developed a final array of four “best buy” alternatives for the Study
and only one of those alternatives includes both significant restoration at the Los Angeles River's
confluence with the Verdugo Wash near the City’s border with the City of Glendale, and the only
substantial western bank connection—providing a profound hydrological link between the Los Angeles
State Historic Park (Cornfields site) and the river, leveraging a significant investment made by the State of
California toward river restoration; and .

WHEREAS, The City’s Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan identified these two “opportunity
areas” as critical opportunities for restoration (C.F. 07-1342);
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NOW, THEREFORE BE, IT RESOLVED, that the Council, with the concurrence of the Mayor, by the
adoption of this Resolution, endorses a Study alternative that results in the most expansive ecosystem
restoration, specifically that in which includes the following priorities for the City of Los Angeles:

¢ Verdugo Wash Confluence

e Taylor Yard/Bowtie

s  Taylor Yard/G-2

s Arroyo Seco Confluence

e Cornfields LA State Historic Park

e Piggyback Yard (Union Pacific Railroad)

Presented By: 7/ é,,/"@ /) Q‘L Cﬂ£

MITCH O’FARRELL, COUNCILMEMBER 13" District GIL @mo COUNCILMEMBER 19 District

Seconded by: é% 1
s

AUG 1 4 2018 Contir

AUG 23 2013
10§ ANGELES CITY Cotuon.

MAYOR WATH
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CITY PLANNING CiTY OF LOS ANGELES LA City Planning

200 N, SPRING STREET, ROOM 525
1035 ANGELES, CA 90’012«4831 CALIFORNIA ) ot)necgm
213} 9781271

ALAN BELL, AICP
DEPUTY DIRECTOR
(213) o78-1272
LISA M. WEBRBER, AICP
DEPUTY DIRECTOR
(213} 9781274
EVA YUAN-MCDANIEL

DAVID H. J. AMBROZ DEPUTY DIRECTOR

AND
6262 Van Nuys BLyD.,, SUITE 351
VAN Nuys, CA 91401
CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
RENEE DAKE WILSON
PRESIDENT

DANA M. PERLMAN
VICE-PRESIDENT

ROBERT L. AHN

§-
MR AR ERIC GARCETT! @13) 978273
) MAYOR

RICHARD KATZ FAM: {213) 9781275
JOHN W, MACK

MARTA SEGURA INFORMATION

JAMES K. WILLIAMS www.planming.lacity.org
COMMISSION EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT 1]
{213) 9781300
Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D. November 15, 2013

Chief, Planning Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Los Angeles District

P.O. Nox 532711

Attn L. Ms. Erin Jones, CESPL-PD-RN
Los Angeles California 90053-2325

Dear Ms. Axt:

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning urges the United States Army
Corps of Engineers to select ARBOR study Alternative 20, which would serve to
revitalize communities and create a more functional and interconnected watershed that

. will provide a diverse regional ecological system and restore the functionality of the Los
Angeles River as a critical natural, cultural and community resource.

The Los Angeles River careens past some of the City’'s most fascinating ecological,
historical and recreational terrain, presenting City residents a wonderful opportunity to
connect the principles of healthy living with the goals of producing sustainable and
liveable communities. It is a valuable resource that threads through Los Angeles’ most
diverse and underrepresented communities, crossing boundaries of race, class, and
human and physical geography. Providing an intricate and unique landscape for civic
engagement, the Los Angeles River offers Angelenos an outdoor place for respite,
education, and recreation with family and friends. The River also offers communities
and business owners a powerful tool for implementing strategic economic investment
that will promote job growth and improve the City’s economic climate. Celebrating the
values of the River not only ensures a healthier population but aiso engages members
of the public to think about conservation and the importance of outdoor recreational
opportunities.

Your selection of Alternative 13 proves your commitment fo the Los Angeles River and
your understanding of its value as an integral ecological resource for the City of Los
Angeles. However, Alternative 13 fails short in meeting the demands of ecosystem
restoration and economic development as it does not include fwo key points of contact
between the LLos Angeles River and the Verdugo and Arroyo Seco tributaries. Thus, the
City Planning Department would respectfully request your further commitment tfo
Alternative 20 as we believe the value of adding the restoration of the Verdugo Wash
and the wetlands of the Los Angeles State Historic Park is critical to the restoration
efforts of the River, its tributaries and the growth of the City of Los Angeles.
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LA River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study EIS/R

The City of Los Angeles is currently working on a Vision Plan and Economic
Development Strategy for the Northeast Los Angeles Riverfront District.  The
boundaries of this District contain the Verdugo Wash at the northernmost point and the
Los Angeles State Historic Park at the southernmost point. This Vision document aims
to celebrate the existing Northeast Los Angeles River landscape by creating a
continuous, linear, recreational experience, connecting some of Los Angeles’ most
interesting ecological assets to the communities that surround them in an effort to
develop a sense of place and identity. The purpose of the Vision document is fo provide
a shared community-wide vision framework that informs elected officials along with
various City, Siate and Federal agencies of future economic and recreational
investment priorities. The framework largely addresses issues related to physical design
and urban form while considering social, environmental, and economic factors. This
Vision document also recommends action steps and lays a preliminary implementation
timeline for recommended catalytic and prototypical development projects intended to
advance the shared community wide vision. The restoration of the Verdugo Wash and
Los Angeles State Historic Park wouid substantially further the City’s goal at creating a
linear and continuous recreational experience within this portion of the River.

The northern boundary of the Vision and Economic Development study area is the
Verdugo Wash. The Verdugo Wash, a 9.4 mile tributary of the Los Angeles River,
drains the hills just north of Burbank and Glendale. The intersection of the 5 and the 134
Freeways marks the convergence of the Verdugo and the Los Angeles River. The
restoration of the Verdugo wash tributary provides a future connection between the LA
River to the Verdugo Mountains, thereby supporting a connection that historically
supports a habitat corridor for movement of wildlife. This restoration would also create
a linear connection between the City of Los Angeles’ efforts within Northeast Los
Angeles to the continuing efforts of the City of Glendale and their “Riverwalk” project.
This connection is only available within Alternative 20.

The southern boundary of the Vision and Economic Development study area is the Los
Angeles State Historic Park. The City and State have invested time and resources in
creating a beautiful recreational space within the Chinatown area, with close proximity
to the Metro Gold Line, Union Station and Downtown. While this site is adjacent to the
Los Angeles River, it does not connect. Connecting the Los Angeles River {o the Los
Angeles State Historic Park not only provides a critical ecological connection to a highly
alluvial point of contact between the Los Angeles River and potentially the Arroyo Seco
River, but also will provide critical open space and greenway pedestrian/bicycle
connections from Glendale and Northeast Los Angeles to the State Historic Park, and
thereby connections to the Metro Gold Line, Union Station and Downtown. This
provides an immeasurable social and economic opportunity for City residents that would
only be realized within Alternative 20.

In addition to the Northeast Los Angeles Vision and Economic Development Plan, the
Department created a River implementation Overlay District (RIO) which is a special
use district that requires developers to design projects which are ecologically
compatible fo and sensitive of the lL.os Angeles River and its watershed. The RIO
Ordinance is expected to receive Council approval in late 2013 or early 2014. The City
has aiso prioritized open space connections to the River within the City's Bicycle Plan,
thereby creating a network of green, non-vehicular, multi-modal transportation
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opportunities along the River. The Plan is expected to receive approval in early 2014.
The value of having a linear ecological interface that connects different communities
within the City via the Los Angeles River is critical to our mobility goals. Alternative 20
reinforces our efforts at utilizing the River as not only a critical form of flood protection
but as a means of non-vehicular transportation, economic development, passive and
active recreation and connection between communities.

The City of Los Angeles has made substantial efforts and utilized a multi-disciplinary
approach towards the revitalization of the Los Angeles River. From zoning fo wildlife
restoration to multi-modal transportation, the City has partnered with multiple agencies
to ensure that every aspect of river revitalization is taken into consideration and
approached in a holistic manner. Please consider the Department of City Planning’s
request for an increased commitment from Alternative 13 to Alternative 20 for its
ecological value as well as its proposed social and economic value in promoting and
creating healthy, sustainable, and well-connected communities surrounding the Los
Angeles River. Should you have additional questions, please contact Christine
Saponara via  telephone at (213) 978-1363 or via email at
Christine.Saponara@lacity.org.

Sincerely,

ALAN BELL, AICP
Deputy Director of Planning
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Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D.

Chief Planning Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Los Angeles, District

P.O. Box 532711

lLos Angeles, CA 90053-2325

Attention: Ms. Erin Jones, CESPL-PD-RN

Dear Ms. Axt:

DEP
recreaniiLA Rec& Park:

221 N. FIBUEROA STREET, SUITE 100
LOS ANGELES, CA 96012

(213) 202-2681
FAX - (213) 202-2612

MICHAEL A. SHULL
Assistant General Manager
Pianring, Construction and

Maintenance Branch

AN EQGUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY — AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER

LOS ANGELES RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION INTEGRATED FEASIBILITY
REPORT

The Department of Recreation and Parks has reviewed the Draft Integrated Feasibility
Report (IRF) dated September 2013. The various alternatives discussed, including the
Corps’ Tentatively Selected Plan, Alternative 13, would physically impact various
recreational sites within Griffith Park under the jurisdiction of the Department,
particularly along Reaches 1 through 4 of the Los Angeles River.

The environmental restoration measures proposed, including habitat corridors and
riparian plantings along the riverbanks, ‘diversion of riverflows into side channels, and
daylighting of storm drains, along with the development of recreational facilities within
the restored areas, would affect the following recreational sites within Griffith Park:

Pollywog Area

Martinez Arena

lLos Angeles Equestrian Center
Bette Davis Park

Pecan Grove Picnic Area

Ferraro Fields

Wilson and Harding Golf Courses
Los Feliz Golf Course

* & & & & » & @

Consequently, once a restoration alternative is decided upon, it is critical fo involve the
Department as early as possible in the project design process to address any potential
recreational and operational conflicts within Griffith Park from the environmental
restoration approaches, desired construction staging areas, and other aspects of the
project.

Pecyctatie s mate Kom redycled waste @
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Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D.
Chief Planning Division
January 14, 2009

Page 2

Finally, there are some edits required in the second paragraph of page 7-7: “Table 1" in
the first line should be changed to “Table 7-2", and “Table 7-2” in the second line should
be changed to “Table 7-3".

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the IRF. Please contact Darryl Ford of
my staff at (213) 202-2682 if you have any questions on this matter, as well as to
facilitate coordination when the project design efforts get underway.

Sincerely,

MICHAEL A. SHULL
Assistant General Manager

MAS/DAes

cc:  Darryl Ford, Management Analyst II, RAP. MS 682
Reading File
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES LA EWDD

JAN PERRY CALIFORNIA ECONOMIC AND WORKFORCE
INTERIM GENERAL MANAGER DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

1200 W._ 7TH STREET
Los AngeLgs, CA 90017

ERIC GARCETTI
MAYOR

November 18, 2013

Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D.

Chief, Planning Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Los Angeles District

P.O. Box 5632711

Attn L Ms. Erin Jones, CESPL-PD-RN

Los Angeles California 90053-2325

E-mail: comments.lariverstudy@usace.army.mil

SUBJECT: ECONOMIC AND WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
SUPPORT LETTER FOR ARBOR STUDY ALTERNATIVE 20

- Dear Ms. Axt:

The City of Los Angeles Economic Workforce Development Department (City sponsoring
agency of the Northeast Los Angeles Riverfront Collaborative project) urges the United
States Army Corps of Engineers to select Alternative 20, which would best restore the
natural ecosystem habitat of the river area that directly impacts the quality of life of the
Northeast L.A. riverfront communities of Atwater Village, Cypress Park, Elysian Valley,
Glassell Park, and Lincoln Heights. Furthermore, the expansive ecosystem restoration
proposed in Alternative 20 provides the greatest value to a greater NELA region of over
330,000 residents that not only includes the riverfront communities but spans other L.A.
neighborhoods and neighboring cities in the region such as Glendale, Burbank, and
Pasadena.

We particularly would like the ARBOR study document to insert language abouth the
investment that the Federal government and City of Los Angeles is making in the ARBOR
Study Area that is directly situated in Northeast Los Angeles. The EWDD is home to a
$2.25 million dollar HUD-DOT-EPA Partnership for Sustainable Communities challenge
planning grant called the Northeast Los Angeles Riverfront Collaborative. The goal is to
build off the river revitalization efforts of the last 15 years and ensure that the adjacent
riverfront neighborhoods co-benefit alongside the revitalization of the L.A. River. The
collaborative is made up of a multidisciplinary partnership of federal and local government
agencies, non-profits, universities, private firms, and public media all directed to collaborate
and engage the local community toward the NELA RC policy goals. The current planning
efforts include a city-sponsored NELA RC Vision Plan and Economic Development
Implementation Strategy that is currently garnering input from the local community on how
best to improve their neighborhoods and the river that they abut. Through numerous door-
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to-door resident and small business surveys and a series of community workshops with the
NELA neighborhoods that are directly in the ARBOR study area, it has been concluded that
many residents see the value of increased green space and natural habitat as an outcome
that would motivate the local community to use the L.A. River more often. This further
supports the need to approve Alternative 20 as this particular alternative presents the best
case scenario for a riverfront ecosystem habitat that benefits the green space poor
communities of NELA.

Additionally, Alternative 20 provides four times more jobs than the other proposed
alternatives within the ARBOR study. As a department that focuses on workforce
development, we recognize that more jobs have the potential of benefiting the local NELA
population whose annual household income is lower than the average L.A. County
household. We would work to ensure that the jobs being produced are quality living wage
jobs and accessible to the local NELA population.

The commitment of the Army Corps of Engineers to take on the ARBOR study shows the
dedication that the Corps and the Federal government has to Los Angeles’s urban
waterways and watershed. We hope that the most expansive option, Alternative 20, is
adopted. Alternative 20 will provide the most sustainable pathway that will ensure
environmental, social, economic, and cultural benefits to the Northeast L.A. Riverfront
communities and the entire L.A. City and County region. Should you have additional
questions about the EWDD and NELA RC work within the ARBOR Study area, please do
not hesitate to contact EWDD Administrative Manager Gerardo Ruvalcaba at
Gerardo.Ruvalcaba@lacity.org or NELA RC Project Manager George Villanueva at
govillan@usc.edu or (213} 509-1849.

Interim General Manager

JP:GR

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY - AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER
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LADWP
Los Angeles Department of Water & Power
Commission
ERIC GARCETTI MEL LEVINE, President _RONALD Q. NICHOLS
Mayor WILLIAM W, FUNDERBURK JR., Vice President Gengral Manager

JILL BANKS BARAD

MICHAEL E FLEMING
CHRISTINA E. NOONAN
BARBARA E. MOSCHOS, Secretary

November 18, 2013

Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D., Chief Planning Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
P.O. Box 532711

Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325

Attention: Ms. Erin Jones, CESPL-PD-RN, Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325
Dear Dr. Axt:

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) appreciates the opportunity
to comment on the U.S. Army Corps’ Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration
Feasibility Study’s “Integrated Feasibility Report” (Report). As the nation’s largest
municipally-owned utility, LADWP understands the challenges associated with developing
large-scale public infrastructure projects. We serve a city of nearly four million people,
and deliver water and power to our customers through extensive transmission and water
infrastructure systems across the West and Southwest.

For more than a decade, LADWP has worked closely with key city departments to
support the efforts to revitalize the Los Angeles River. Through these efforts, the City of
Los Angeles and its city departments have led a comprehensive and collaborative public
process to inform the planning, design, and decision-making related to the River's habitat
and economic revitalization.

Today, we are at a critical juncture for the future of the LA River. We commend the US
Army Corps’ Report for its extensive assessment of the alternatives for the river. And it
is our view that Alternative 20 represents a consistent direction for the City of
Los Angeles and is supported by LADWP.

As the LA River's revitalization efforts continue, LADWP will play an active role. LADWP
has significant interests along the river specifically related to recycled water and power
transmission rights-of-way.

Recycled water is a valuable resource for both the LA River and for the City’s water
supply. As indicated in the Report’s Combined Habitat Assessment Protocol (Appendix
G), recycled water composes the majority of water in the LA River during the dry weather
months. We continue to face reductions in the reliability of our imported water supplies,

Los Angeles Aqueduct Gentennial Gelebgating 100 Years of Water 1313- 2013

111 N. Hope Street, Los Angeles, California 90012-2607 Muiling address: Box 51111, Los Angeles, CA 90051-5700
Telephone: (213) 367-4211 www.LADWP.com
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LADWP

Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D
Page 2
November 18, 2013

and recycled water serves as a vital component of the City’s plan to ensure a sustainable
local water supply’.

In Appendix G of the Report, LADWP concurs with the water constraints identified by the
Army Corps. There is a real potential for river flow modifications resulting from the
strategies in the City’s 2006 Water Integrated Resources Plan to 1) reduce dry weather
flows, 2) implement stormwater capture projects, and 3) increase water recycling. We
further agree with the Report’s finding that the lack of a more significant, reliable water
source for the study area could pose constraints on the ability to sustain functions of
stream, riparian, and wetlands habitat, both existing and those proposed in the Report's
alternatives.

Despite these anticipated water constraints, the Report's “Water Budget”’ (Table 8,
Appendix E) shows the projected future summer flows for the alternatives as the historical
dry-weather river flows. [n the upper reaches of the Study area, these dry-weather flows
are primarily recycled water from the City’s Water Reclamation Plants. The Army Corps’

projections will need to be reviewed and confirmed to verify the future summer flows that

will be available on a sustained basis, consistent with other planned uses for the water.
LADWP is prepared to work with the Army Corps so that we carefully balance our future

plans for water supply, including increased recycled water use, with river restoration
objectives.

In addition to recycled water, LADWP owns assets, both “in-fee” and through easements,
along the LA River. The primary purpose of these assets is to deliver reliable water and
power to the rate payers. These assets include the power transmission infrastructure
located within the LA River corridor. The power transmission lines are an integral :
component to provide electric power to the City of Los Angeles and other iocal
communities. Their use is under the jurisdiction of the Federal North American Electric
Reliability Council (NERC). Safety and protection of critical facilities are the primary
factors used to evaluate secondary land use proposals. The rights of way serve as
platforms for access, construction, maintenance, facility expansion and emergency
operations.

As specific projects are developed under the Study’s alternatives, LADWP will work in
coordination with city departments and other stakeholders to ensure these critical
planning and operational issues are evaluated and addressed.

! LADWP has plans to expand recycled water use citywide from about 8,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) [7 million
gallons per day (MGD)] to 59,000 AFY (53 MGD), and is proposing the implementation of a groundwater
replenishment project in the San Fernando Groundwater Basin using purified recycled water.

2
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LADWP

Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D
Page 3
November 18, 2013

LADWP commends the work and partnership of the USACE on the LA River. We support
the implementation of a viable plan that balances the Report’s river restoration objectives
with LADWP’s mission to “deliver reliable water and power to LA in a customer focused,
efficient and environmentally responsible manner.” We look forward to collaborating

closely with the Army Corps in the development of specific projects as part of the selected
Alternative to ensure this critical balance is achieved.

Should you have any questions, please contact me at (213) 367-1405 or Ms. Evelyn
Cortez-Davis of the LADWP Water Resources Division at (213) 367-2360.

Sincerely,

General Manager

RP:Iz

¢ Mr. Enrique Zaldivar, Director, Department of Public Works Bureau of Sanitation
Ms. Carol Armstrong, Department of Public Works Bureau of Engineering, River
Project Office
Ms. Evelyn Cortez-Davis
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BENNETT KAYSER
Board Member

October 17, 2013

Ms. Josephine R. Axt, Ph. D.

Chief, Planning Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Los Angeles District

P.O. Box 532711

Attn: Ms. Erin Jones, CESPL-PD-RN
Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325

Subject: Alternative 20

Dear Dr. Axt,

As an elected official serving one million-plus children and adult students and over 4.5 million
constituents covering 770 square miles, 1 am writing in resounding support of Alternative 20.
The Los Angeles River (LAR) runs right through my Los Angeles Unified School District
(LAUSD) Board, District 5. Its value and potential value to the communities | represent is
immeasurable.

The LAUSD encompasses much of the Los Angeles River. In fact, the LAUSD has an camp site
in the Angeles Crest Mountains named Clear Creek and another outdoor education site at Point
Fermin on the San Pedro peninsula; bookends to the story of water in Los Angeles.

I want to further engage the children of LAUSD with the LAR. There are one hundred and
twenty-five schools within an easy mile’s walk from the river. It is my dream that this generation
of LAUSD students will grow up with an ever improving river and that they be an integral part of
those changes. | want our students to use the river and its ecosystems for study, recreation,
transportation, and career opportunities.

As stated in the movie Field of Dreams, “If you build it, they will come”. 1 urge the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers to change course and support the best option for future generations of Los
Angeles, Alternative 20.

Sincerely,

Bennett Kayser
Board Member
District 5

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT « BOARD OF EDUCATION
333 South Beaudry Avenue, 24" Floor, Los Angeles, California 90017 sTEL. (213) 241-5555 «FAX (213) 241-8467
E-MAIL: BoardDistricts@Ilausd.net


l1ed9fn9
Text Box
LAUSD


LAUSD



l1ed9fn9
Text Box
LAUSD


Comments on the IFR for the LA River Ecosystem Restoration Project

LAUSD

It should be noted that the LAUSD Board of Education will vote on November 19, 2013, on a
resolution entitled, “Resolution in Support of the Selection of Alternative 20 for the Los Angeles

River.”

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important project. If you need additional

information please call me at (213) 241-3913.

Sincerely, T
¥

Timothy Popejo
OEHS

Page 2 of 2
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Board Member Resolution For Action

Mr. Kayser, Ms. Garcia- Resolution in Support of the Selection of Alternative 20 for the Los Angeles River
(Noticed November 12, 2013)

Whereas, Within the Los Angeles Unified School District, the Los Angeles River isthe single
thread that ties all twenty-six cities and parts of the County of Los Angeles together in this seven
hundred and fifty square mile school district;

Whereas, The District is home to the Clear Creek camp site in the Angeles Crest Mountains and
a second outdoor education site at Point Fermin on the San Pedro peninsula; truly bookends to
the story of water in Los Angeles,

Whereas, The District has approximately one hundred and twenty five (125) schools within a one
mile walk of the river and has several schools located along its banks/walls;

Whereas, The District is committed to lessening its impact on the environment and to helping to
inform the next generation about their responsibilities to our shared environment;

Whereas, The District isadriving force on sustainability efforts through our solar energy
installations and energy and water conservation programs;

Whereas, For more than decade, we have been transforming the District’ s educational
environment by completing 130 new schools to high performance environmentally friendly
standards;

Whereas, The District is actively engaged in testing new technology, improving methods of
conservation and devel oping programs on the importance of conserving energy and water
resources;

Whereas, It is of the utmost importance that outside of our schools and in the community we
have more green space, and revitalize the L.A. River so that it can be atool for educating youth
on sustainability;

Whereas, Only Alternative 20 includes both significant restoration at the Los Angeles River's
confluence with the Verdugo Wash near the City's border with the City of Glendale, and the only
substantial western bank connection-providing critical wildlife habitat connectivity and a
hydrological link between the Los Angeles State Historic Park and the river;

Whereas, With approval of Alternative 20, District students can make far greater use of the river
and its ecosystems for study, exploration, recreation, transportation, and career opportunities;
and

Whereas, Alternative 20 provides the most robust ecosystem restoration outcomes while also
providing four times more jobs than the Corps-preferred aternative, and will thereby most
appropriately redress historic environmental injustices that resulted from theriver's
channelization—providing new public access to natural open spaces, expand educational
opportunities, improving public health, stimulating regional and local economies, and enhancing
the quality of lifein Southern California; now, therefore, be it
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Resolved, That the Governing Board of the Los Angeles Unified School District urges the
United States Army Corps of Engineersto change its current course and support the best option
for future generations of Los Angeles Unified School District students and their families,

Alternative 20.
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City of Burbank

CITY OF BURBANK
CoMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

150 North Third Street, P.O. Box 6459, Burbank, California 91510-6459
www.ci.burbank.ca.us

November 18, 2013

Ms. Josephine Axt

Chief, Planning Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
P.O. Box 532711

Attn: Ms. Erin Jones, CESPL-PD-RN

Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325

VIA EMAIL TO: comments.lariverstudv(@usace.army.mil

Re: Comments on Draft Integrated Feasibility Report for the Los Angeles River Ecosystem
Restoration Study

Dear Ms. Jones:

The City of Burbank has reviewed the Draft Integrated Feasibility Report (IFR) for the Los
Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Study, and respectfully submits the following comments.
Due to the proximity of the project site to the City of Burbank, the City has concerns about the
project and the impacts it may have on Burbank streets, residents, and businesses.

Burbank2035 General Plan

On February 19, 2013, the Burbank City Council certified an Environmental Impact Report and
adopted the Burbank2035 General Plan. All references in the IFR to the draft Burbank2035
General Plan and its contents should be updated. The City additionally requests that the IFR
include a more thorough analysis of the proposed project’s consistency with Burbank2035 goals
and policies relating to land use, mobility, parks and open space, noise, and safety. Throughout
the document, a thorough analysis of impacts to the City is deferred, with the rationale being that
a comprehensive update to the General Plan is in process. The Burbank2035 General Plan has

been adopted and its contents are being implemented in the community. Staff asserts that the
IFR should reflect this.

Additional information related to existing conditions in the City at the time the Burbank2035
General Plan was prepared can be found in a Technical Background Report. The Corps may
wish to utilize these resources when preparing the Final IFR, specifically information regarding
the City’s population, socio-economic characteristics, and parks inventory and acreage. All
documents are available for review online at www.burbank2035.com.

Recreation & Trails

The City recognizes that recreation is a secondary benefit of this project. Although the project
includes features having the least impact on the ecosystem such as wildlife viewing and walking,
the City believes that any recreational transportation facilities, such as bicycle, pedestrian, or
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City of Burbank

equestrian paths or trails connect to existing and planned facilities in the City of Burbank. In
particular, the project should identify locations for potential connections to facilities identified on
the City’s Bicycle Master Plan and Burbank2035 General Plan. The plan should also ensure that
existing equestrian trails along the LA River in and near Burbank are maintained, and new
opportunities for equestrian connections to appropriate recreational areas are included where
feasible.

Traffic & Circulation

Section 5.7.2, Significance Criteria, states that the City of Burbank does not have CEQA traffic
significance thresholds for use in evaluating the traffic impacts of projects. The City has
thresholds for traffic “operational” impacts. These thresholds are contained in the City’s Interim
Traffic Study Guidelines and are attached to this letter. The IFR should estimate the number of
weekday AM and PM peak hour trips that will be generated by the proposed recreational uses
and show that these uses do not cause a significant impact on any intersections within the City of
Burbank. The IFR asserts that no weekday peak hour trips will be generated by the proposed
recreational uses but does not provide any supporting information or assumptions that support
this assertion.

Construction Hours

The Burbank Municipal Code specifies that construction for which a permit is issued may occur
Monday through Friday from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. and Saturday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Construction is not allowed on Sunday and City holidays. Any construction and/or construction
staging related to the proposed project, occurring in or adjacent to the City of Burbank, should be
limited to these hours.

Potential Temporary Construction Staging Areas

The IFR designates that an area generally located along SR 134 and Riverside Drive may be
utilized as a temporary construction staging and/or parking area for workers and equipment.
Under Alternative 13, construction would occur over 282 days and it is anticipated that the
temporary construction staging area would be used for a similar length of time. In addition, the
report states that areas having aesthetic, recreational, open space, or habitat value would be
avoided to the extent possible. The City has concerns about utilizing an area near single-family
residences for construction staging and/or parking. In addition, the City asserts that the proposed
temporary staging area is highly valued by residents of the Rancho Equestrian neighborhood. It
serves as an equestrian corridor and is frequently used by nearby residents to exercise their
horses. The City believes this area should be avoided for construction staging and/or parking.

Construction of Traffic & Utility Management Plan

The IFR indicates that a construction traffic management plan will be prepared and submitted to
LADOT for review and approval prior to project implementation to ensure that construction
impacts are minimized. The plan would include: El

¢ Designated haul routes and access points for construction vehicles and equipment,
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City of Burbank

e Any turning movement restrictions,
e Travel time restrictions to avoid peak travel periods on selected roadways, and
o Designated staging and parking areas for workers and equipment.

To ensure construction impacts to City streets, intersections, or bike lanes are minimized, staff
believes the construction traffic management plan should be submitted to the City of Burbank El
Public Works Director for review and approval prior to project implementation. Similar to the
traffic management plan, the IFR specifies preparation of utility and stormwater management
plans, prior to construction, to ensure that impacts are less than significant. Staff asserts that
these plans should be circulated to the City for review to ensure that no adverse impacts to public
utilities facilities owned and/or operated by the City occur.

Selection of Preferred Alternative

The City understands that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) has determined that
Alternative 13 is the most cost effective option when compared to the benefit received. While
Alternative 13 has been tentatively selected, the Corps has the ability to alter their selection at
the conclusion of the public comment period. Should the Corps elect to proceed with a different
Alternative, the City believes the Draft IFR should be recirculated to afford all interested parties
with an opportunity to review the project in light of the new alternative selected.

Thank you in advance for your attention to the concerns raised in this letter. Should you have
any question or concerns, please contact Tracy Steinkruger, Senior Planner at (818) 238-5250 or
TSteinkruger@burbankca.gov.

Sincerely,
Community Development Department

Tracy Steinkruger
Senior Planner

Cc: Joy Forbes, Community Development Director
Carol Barrett, Assistant Community Development Director

Attachment: Interim Traffic Study Guidelines

Attachmentsareon file
atUSACE, LA District.
Availableuponrequest
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Adopted

10/29/13
Friedman/Sinanyan
Abstain: Najarian
Noes: Weaver

City of Glendale

RESOLUTION NO. _ 13-194

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCGIL OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
RECOMMENDING THE SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVE 20 IN THE LOS ANGELES RIVER
ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION INTEGRATED FEASIBILITY REPORT
AS THE RECOMMENDED/NATIONAL ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION (NER) PLAN

WHEREAS, the City of Glendale has nearly a mile of river frontage on the north and east
banks of the Los Angeles River stretching from Bette Davis Park in the City of Los Angeles on
the west to the Verdugo Wash in the City of Glendale on the south; and

WHEREAS the City of Glendale has completed Phase | of the Glendale Narrows
Riverwalk project which includes one-half mile of pedestrian-bicycle path, two parks, and an
equestrian facility along the banks of river; and

WHEREAS the City of Glendale has funding in place for Phase li of the Glendale
Narrows Riverwalk project which will include a connection to Phase |, a river overlook, and a
pedestrian-bicycle path that will lead to a park at the confluence of the Verdugo Wash and the
Los Angeles River; and

WHEREAS, the State of California, the County of Los Angeles, and the City of Glendale
have made significant investments in the City's Riverwalk Project totaling nearly $4 million; and

WHEREAS, when the project is completed, Glendale will have devoted one hundred
percent of its river frontage to restoration and passive recreation; and

WHEREAS, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has released the Los Angeles River
Ecosystem Restoration Integrated Feasibility Report which evaluates alternatives for the
purpose of restoring eleven miles of the Los Angeles River from approximately Griffith Park to
downtown Los Angeles, while maintaining existing levels of flood risk management; and

WHEREAS, restoration measures considered include creation and reestablishment of
historic riparian and freshwater marsh habitat to support increased popuiations of wildlife and
enhance habitat connectivity within the study area, as well as to provide opportunities for
connectivity to ecological zones, such as the Verdugo Mountains and San Gabriel Mountains
which lie within the City of Glendale; and

WHEREAS, the Study presents a final array of alternatives which include Alternatives
10, 13, 16, and 20 and has indicated that its Tentatively Selected Plan is Alternative 13; and

WHEREAS, only Alternative 20 includes significant restoration at the Los Angeles
River's confluence with the Verdugo Wash near Glendale's border with the City of Los Angeles;
and

WHEREAS, only Alternative 20 will create a truly functional and interconnected

watershed that will restore the functionality of the Los Angeles River as a critical natural,
cultural, and community resource.

8 [
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NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Council of the City of Glendale hereby
endorses Alternative 20 of the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Integrated Feasibility
Report and urges the United States Army Corps of Engineers to select Alternative 20 as its
Recommended/National Ecosystem Restoration (NER) Plan

Adopted this __ 29th day of October , 2013

ATTEST:

CityClerk’/ 7

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES )SS.
CITY OF CLENDALE )

I, ARDASHES KASSAKHIAN, City Clerk of the City of Glendale, do hereby certify that
the forgeing Resolution No. __13-194 was adopted by the Council of the City of Glendale

Californa, at a regular meeting held on the 29th day of October , 2013, and

that same was adopted by the following vote:
Ayes: Friedman, Quintero, Sinanyan

Noes” Weaver

Absent; None

Abstain: Najarian

<7 Clty Clerk

APFROVED AS TO FORM
DATE 3 f’b/l$ /R
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AlA LosAngeles

November 12, 2013

Josephine Axt, Ph.D., Chief, Planning Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

ATTN: Ms. Erin Jones, CESPL-PD-RN

P.O. Box 532711

Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325

Re: Support for Alternative 20 in the USACE LA River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study
Dear Dr. Axt:

Asthe Director of Government and Public Affairs for the Los Angeles chapter of the American Institute of Architects (AIA[LA), | am
writing to share our profound support for Alternative 20 of the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Los Angeles River Ecosystem
Restoration Feasibility Study (Study).

Alternative 20 will deliver the best return for our investment and faciliates the greatest potential for catalyzing long-lasting benefitsto
our economy and well-being as citizens.

The Study area focus on a key 11-mile stretch of the 51-mile river near Downtown LA, which includes some of the region’s most
historically-underserved neighborhoods, will magnify investments already being made and attract future partnerships like never
before. We know that large-scale investments in improving and strengthening our multi-benefit public infrastructure—like the LA
River—send a strong message to people in communities throughout our region: that they deserve world-class public service and
waterway revitalization worthy of agreat global destination.

USACE has built a remarkable flood protection system that includes the LA River, but the environmental damage and community
blight resulting from the river’s channelization have become obvious. While the mission of the Study is ecosystem restoration and the
USACE-preferred Alternative 13 minimally meets the Study objectives, Alternative 20 will clearly provide the most ecosystem
restoration and will also provide four times more jobs and three times more income for only twice the investment as Alternative 13.
Alternative 20 would provide over 9,000 direct jobs and add more than $1 billion direct dollars to the gross national product.
Moreover, the Study estimates that, including effects from redevelopment, over 16,000 jobs and nearly $5 billion will result.
Alternative 20 also reflects a more equitable cost-sharing partnership—with the local sponsor paying approximately 50% versus
Alternative 13, which requires the local sponsor to pay almost 70%.

This Study has taken seven years to complete—at a cost of nearly $10 million—and its recommended project will take many more
years to implement. However, we must now decide the extent of our commitment so that we may initiate the grassroots work it takes
to achieve the most meaningful, expansive restoration in partnership with the federal government. We will not have another chance to
make such a bold, sweeping statement in bringing nature back to our post-industrial |andscape.

An investment in the Study is an investment in our people—our residents, our workers, our students, our businesses, our families, and
the community institutions that serve them. Because of this, AIA|LA supports Alternative 20 as the most appropriate plan.
Fundamentally, we understand that transformation of the LA River will result in an improved regional quality-of-life and that its
successes will be felt here and abroad for many yearsto come. AIA|LA looks forward to being a partner in that transformation.

Very truly yours,

L/\V@E(

Will Wright
Director, Government & Public Affairs
AlA Los Angeles
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ARC

Alliance of River Communities

Arroyo Seco NC | Atwater Village NC | Boyle Heights NC
Eagle Rock NC | Elysian Valley Riverside NC | Glassell Park NC
Greater Cypress Park NC | Greater Echo Park Elysian NC
Historic Highland Park NC | LA 32 NC | Lincoln Heights NC
Los Feliz NC | Rampart Village NC | Silver Lake NC

October 25, 2013: Press Contact: Hector Huezo, H.L.Huezo@gmail.com

Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D.; Chief, Planning Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
P.O. Box 532711

ATTN: Ms Erin Jones, CESPL-PD-RN

Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325

Dear Dr. Axt:

At a regular meeting of the Neighborhood Council Alliance of River Communities, the member
representatives of the alliance consented on submitting the following resolution regarding U.S Army Corps of
Engineers Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study, Draft Integrated Feasibility Report:

WHEREAS, the Los Angeles River is the lifeblood of our community and a vital resource to be restored and
protected; and

WHEREAS, in 2006, the Los Angeles City Council approved an agreement with the US Army Corps of
Engineers (Corps) for the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study (Study); and

WHEREAS, in 2013, the Corps has developed a final array of four alternatives for the Study, and only
Alternative 20 includes both significant restoration at the Los Angeles River's confluence with the Verdugo
Wash near the City's border with the City of Glendale, and the only substantial western bank connection-
providing a profound hydrological link between the Los Angeles State Historic Park and the river; and

WHEREAS, these two areas provide critical wildlife habitat connectivity to the Verdugo and Elysian Hills,
respectively, and are included in the five key opportunity areas of the City Council-adopted Los Angeles River
Revitalization Master Plan, which the US Congress directed the Corps to consider; and

WHEREAS, Alternative 20 provides the most robust ecosystem restoration outcomes while also providing
four times more jobs than the Corps-preferred alternative, and will thereby most appropriately redress
historic environmental injustices that resulted from the river’s channelization—providing new public access to
natural open spaces, improving public health, stimulating regional and local economies, and enhancing the
quality of life in Los Angeles

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Alliance of River Communities supports the selection and full
implementation of Alternative 20 by the United States Army Corps of Engineers to restore our Los Angeles
River.

Sincerely,
The Neighborhood Council Alliance of River Communities, ARC

Facebook.com/ARCLosANgeles | @ARCLosAngeles | ARC@EmpowerLA.org
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Alternative Apparel

From: Emily Nerad

To: SPL Comments LA River Study

Cc: contact@folar.org

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Alternative Apparel comment letter for Los Angeles River Ecosystem Study
Date: Sunday, November 17, 2013 8:31:07 PM

Sunday, November 17, 2013

Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D.; Chief, Planning Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
P.O. Box 532711

ATTN: Ms. Erin Jones, CESPL-PD -RN

Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325
comments.lariverstudy@usace.army.mil

Dear Dr. Axt:

My name is Emily Nerad and | am writing on behalf of the LA based brand Alternative Apparel. Earlier this year we
met Karin Flores of Friends of the LA River who guided our design team on an educational tour of the River. After
our first visit it became evident that the LA River is a truly special part of the community, culture and spirit of our
hometown. We knew we wanted to do everything we could to educate our friends and partners about this hidden
gem and put our efforts behind its revitalization in any way possible. We even chose to utilize the beautifully diverse
setting of the River as the location to photograph our Spring 2014 lookbook, emphasizing the importance of
embracing one’s community.

This fall we hosted a presentation by Lewis McAdams of FOLAR, Dr. Carol Armstrong and the architects’ collective
behind the Piggyback Yard project at our DTLA Design Studio. We invited our friends, neighbors, press and
colleagues to learn about the history of the river, their plans for revitalization and what Alternative 20 would mean
for not only the LA River but also its surrounding communities. We now know the incredible impact these plans
would have on recreational areas in current park poor neighborhoods, connectivity between waterways and
ecosystems, native wildlife, and jobs, and we are dedicated to creating a better balance of our environment and
urban community.

We appreciate the time and efforts the Corps and City have expended to work with the community and prepare the
Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study and Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental
Impact Report, Draft Integrated Feasibility Report. We're thrilled that the Corps and City have worked with us to be
on the same side of the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration. After receiving an introduction to the proposals
from Dr. Carol Armstrong and reviewing the report in detail, we are providing comments in support of Alternative 20
presented in the document. While Alternative 13 has been identified in your study as the Tentatively Selected Plan,
we found this alternative to lack the comprehension in key areas essential for adequate ecosystem restoration of
the Los Angeles River.

Major concerns are that the following were not adequately recognized in the selection:

e  Compatibility with national initiatives and programs, particularly the President's American Great Outdoors
Initiative and the Urban Waters Public Partnership that recognize the importance of the LA River to habitats,
species and people

e The richness of this biodiversity hotspot

e The rarity of the region’s Mediterranean climate

e The intense destruction and overdevelopment in the 2nd largest U.S. city

Alternative 20 is far superior to Alternative 13 for the following reasons:

e CHAP is only one tool that should have been used to value the habitat
e Connectivity for wildlife migration, seed dispersal and hydrology (205% greater than 13)
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Alternative Apparel

e Verdugo Wash is critical to providing this connectivity from the LA River to the Verdugo Mountains, Los Feliz
Golf Course and San Gabriel Mountains
e Piggyback Yard includes real restoration with concrete wall removal, creation of wetlands and elevation of the
railroad segment to increase hydrologic and wildlife connections
e Cornfields includes real restoration with higher value habitats by terracing the bank and creating freshwater
marsh
e Cornfields provides connection to the Elysian Park
e Reduction of distances between the habitat nodes greatly enhances the value
e Itis more similar to the ecosystem that historically existed prior to the channel
e The length of area restored is 2 times greater (6.4 miles vs. 3.2)
e More than 3 times the concrete is removed (117,918 cubic yards vs. 36,891)
e Creates 131 more acres of restored habitat (719 vs. 588)
e The habitat restored creates a higher quality of ecosystem because it restores more natural river connections,
rather than just culverts or pipes
e  More likely to be sustainable and resilient over the life of the project because of the size and added connectivity
e Measures the highest of all alternatives against the 19 performance targets established under the 2 objectives
e Meets the 4 evaluation criteria (effectiveness, completeness, efficiency, acceptability) the most robustly
e The Regional Economic Development analysis shows Alternative 20:
o Provides 7,015 more jobs and $386 million more in wages during construction
o0 Creates 3,700 more new jobs and $251 million more in wages for redevelopment over the long term
o Creates 1,094 more new permanent jobs valued at $62 million more
o0 The Other Social Effects analysis shows Alternative 20 with its larger scope will:
=  Produce a greater connectivity with the people and communities
= Reach more of the census tracts with high poverty and high minority populations
=  Provide more green areas to encourage physical activity
=  Provide more green areas to reduce air quality effects

Restoration of the Los Angeles River is crucial to our City and us! The project is worth the added costs because of
the added values stated above that were not sufficiently counted in the report comparisons. We urge the Corps and
City to select Alternative 20 because it provides the best restoration and the best sustainability for the future.

Sincerely,
Emily Nerad on behalf of Alternative Apparel

Alternative Apparel

833 S. Spring Street, 4th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90014
www.alternativeapparel.com

IMPRINT PROJECTS
EMILY NERAD

LOS ANGELES
436 NORTH FAIRFAX AVENUE
LOS ANGELES, CA 90036

NEW YORK
215 CENTRE STREET, 2ND FLOOR NEW YORK, NY 10013

T:(323) 782 9142 M:(213) 925 7485 F:(917) 591 6188

HTTP://IMPRINTPROJECTS.COM
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ALI

ARIDLANDSINSTITUTE

(@ Woodbury University
DESIGN INNOVATION AT THE NEXUS OF WATER, ENERGY, AND CLIMATE CHANGE

7500 Glenoaks Boulevard
Burbank, CA 91510
818.394 3335 T
818.767 8851 F

aridlands@woodbury.edu
www.aridlands.woodbury.edu

Friday, November 15th, 2013

Josephine Axt, Ph.D.

Chief, Planning Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 532711

Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325

ATTN: Ms. Erin Jones, CESPL-PD-RN

Re: Support for Alternative 20 in the USACE LA River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study

Dear Dr. Axt:

The Arid Lands Institute (ALI) is a research, education, and outreach center of Woodbury University
dedicated to water scarcity and design of the built environment. ALI’s mission is to train design
professionals and citizens to innovate in the face of hydrologic variability brought on by climate change.
Our vision is an inspiring water-smart built environment in the US West serving as a model for drylands
globally.

Nowhere is the opportunity for water-smart design leadership greater, or more necessary, than in our
hometown of Los Angeles. ALl strongly supports Alternative 20 of the US Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study (Study).

As others have argued, Alternative 20 offers the greatest advantages in terms of ecosystem restoration
and economic opportunity within the study area. From our vantage point as researchers and designers, it
also offers the highest long-term potentials for transforming civic space and hydrologic function, city-
wide. We support Alternative 20 for the following reasons:

1. Quality Public Space

As design professionals and educators working with architects, landscape architects, urban designers,
planners, and public artists around the world, we recognize that Alternative 20 offers something no other
alternative offers: the potential for high quality public space.

Alternative 20 offers continuity and connectivity across a ribbon of LA River and adjacent land that
Alternative 13 does not. Continuity is critically important if the LA River is to realize its potential as a
catalyst for healthy, accessible, attractive open space at the heart of the city, rather than as a series of
disconnected nodes. Many cities, from Seoul to San Antonio to Providence, have transformed their
economies, their civic identities, and their pride of place through continuous linear, riparian projects
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running through their historic urban core. Likewise, New York’'s HighLine is oft-cited as a precedent for
the kind of successful public space the river could support. Obviously none of these projects could have
attained the success they did if realized as disconnected nodes. Public investment in Alternative 20 will be
benefit Los Angelenos through increased mobility, access, and equity in historically important and
ecologically sensitive stretches of the city, many of them underserved and isolated from open space
access. Alternative 20 offers greater opportunity than other alternatives for small-scale micro
development of neighborhood-scale public spaces to grow from it in the future.

2. Climate Adaptation and Sustainable Hydrologic Function:

Alternative 20 is the option that makes long-term sense in the context of resilience planning and climate
adaptation. As climate change reduces snow pack levels that are the basis of LA’s imported water
supply, stormwater once perceived as waste and/or flood threat will be embraced as asset, a source of
groundwater augmentation. Of the one-million acre-feet of stormwater that runs off LA’s urban surfaces
each year, less than half is captured for groundwater recharge; 520,000 acre-feet are sent as discharge
to the Pacific Ocean each year.

ALl recently completed high-resolution geospatial modeling of the Upper Los Angeles River Watershed,
commissioned by the World Water Forum and MWD. The study area focuses on the San Fernando Valley
basin, the largest catchment area feeding into the LA River. ALI's model identifies precise locations
across 200 square miles of the San Fernando Valley where stormwater can be plausibly harvested,
stored, infiltrated, and treated using low-impact best management practices. The peer-reviewed model,
using 30-year precipitation averages, suggests that 92,000 acre-feet can be harvested. (This is more
conservative than the 120,000 acre feet suggested by the groundwater augmentation model developed by
the U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation and Council for Watershed Health). This figure is
significant not only in terms of water supply—92,000 acre-feet would meet the needs of 500,000 citizens,
or half the population of the Valley, at current usage rates. It is also significant in terms of flood control: it
represents a 20% reduction of stormwater loads on LA’s flood control system as a whole.

The transformation of the LA River to a more permeable cityscape is one important part of a basin-wide
climate adaptation strategy. More so than any other alternative, Alternative 20 will catalyze and
accelerate LA’'s long-term investment in resilience—a more absorbent city, a less flood-prone city, and a
city of vibrant public space adapted to life in drylands, one that models best practices for water-stressed
environments globally.

Sincerely,

Hadley Arnold, Executive Director
Peter Arnold, Research Director
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Arroyo Seco

ARR®Y? SLC? FPUNDATI®N

570 W. Avenue 26, Suite 450, Los Angeles, California 90065-1011
(323) 405-7326 | www.ArroyoSeco.org

November 15, 2013

Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D.; Chief, Planning Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
P.O. Box 532711

ATTN: Ms Erin Jones, CESPL-PD-RN

Los Angeles, CA  90053-2325

comments.lariverstudy@usace.army.mil
Re: Comments on Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study

Dear Dr. Axt:

The Arroyo Seco Foundation is writing to express our strong support for Alternative 20 of the Los
Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study. We are a 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization in
the Arroyo Seco subwatershed of the Los Angeles River, and our work strives for the preservation
and enhancement of local waterways through watershed management projects, advocacy and
community engagement. Initially founded by Charles Fletcher Lummis more than one hundred
years ago, our current leadership has been actively championing sustainable natural resource
management since the 1980s. Our members and supporters include experts of diverse backgrounds,
including hydrology, biology, ecology, water resource management, and urban planning. We
applaud the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) for recognizing the importance of the Arroyo
Seco Confluence for Los Angeles River restoration in the three major alternatives presented; however,
we must consider the Study holistically, and only Alternative 20 succeeds in meeting the evaluation
criteria.

The Area with Restoration Benefits and Opportunities for Revitalization (ARBOR) is situated in one
of only three biodiversity hotspots in the United States, the California Floristic Province, which has
been severely diminished by extensive urban and agricultural development. Biodiversity is key to
ecological resiliency, and multiple current trends such as global climate change and population
growth call into question how wildlife will adapt to future conditions in the nation's second largest
city. It is vital to the health of our region that open space projects are designed to take into account
and mitigate losses in biodiversity, and we need to promote conditions where more diverse species
populations can thrive. Alternative 20 is the only alternative that includes both major confluences in
the ARBOR, the Arroyo Seco and Verdugo Wash, and creates a direct hydrological linkage between
the river and Los Angeles State Historic Park. The variety of habitat conditions created by
Alternative 20 will best prepare the Los Angeles region for future climatic conditions by most
completely and effectively restoring the ecological integrity of the Los Angeles River.

The Los Angeles River underwent sever ecological degradation as a result of the USACE's
construction of a concrete-lined channel to reduce flood hazard risk by containing flood flows within

1of3
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Arroyo Seco Foundation —

Comments on Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Arroyo Seco

the main river channel. Today, after more than eighty years of neglect, the river still has immense
potential to foster abundant biodiversity and provide habitat connectivity throughout the Los
Angeles Basin and surrounding mountainous regions, while maintaining the same protection against

flood hazards.

Concrete removal reconnects the river with soil and restores ecological processes dependent upon
this condition. The reestablishment of wildlife corridors for birds and land animals addressed in the
other alternatives is important, but we feel that all the niches and natural processes that create
healthy ecosystems also need to be addressed. The hydrological interface between the river and
Piggyback Yard introduced in Alternative 16 is a step in the right direction, but Alternative 20 more
completely reconnects the river with its natural bed by restoring the Verdugo Wash Confluence and
connecting 32 acres of existing parkland to the river. Alternative 20 will also enhance the biological
connection between Los Angeles State Historic Park on the west side of the Los Angeles River with
the Arroyo Seco and its watershed on the east side. Alternative 20 is the only option that allows
wildlife corridors to cross the river, breaching barriers such as the existing vertical channel walls and
railroad facilities, and providing terrestrial linkages between the Los Angeles River, the Arroyo Seco
and the Santa Monica Mountains.

As part of our program, the Arroyo Seco Foundation engages with community members to educate
them about our natural heritage, ecology, and the need for sustaining healthy water resources. The
Los Angeles River Watershed is home to remarkable socioeconomic disparity, with the communities
in and around the ARBOR being some of its most disadvantaged and deficient in open space. We
have found that this disconnection from nature fosters an environmentally careless society, and
intervention is often necessary to instill environmental stewardship. Access to wildlife area is the
most effective tool to accomplish this. Particularly with youth, exposure to natural habitat through
passive recreation and educational programs promotes a lifelong bond with nature that changes
behavior. We envision new development paradigms that fulfill human needs in environmentally
sensitive manners and move us away from a pattern of trying to undo the past, but we cannot expect
to see that dream realized if our future decision-makers are raised in environments that alienate them
nature. Alternative 20, with sites accessible from the urban centers of Los Angele and Glendale, is
most effective and complete in moving us closer to that goal.

The picturesque landscape that the ARBOR occupies has historically attracted residents from all over
the world; however, modern economic conditions and sociological phenomena have fueled a return
to our urban cores, and Los Angeles is no exception. Proximity and a variety of sustainable
transportation options make the ARBOR a place that will be both conveniently accessible and, more
importantly, socially equitable in relation to changing land-use and transportation paradigms.

The ARBOR overlaps with other project areas that would magnify its environmental benefits and
vice versa. The Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy's Rim of the Valley Corridor, now being
studied by the National Parks Service for federal status, already connects the ARBOR with
important wilderness areas in Southern California, including the Santa Monica Mountains, the
Verdugo Mountains, and the Angeles National Forest. Likewise, the Juan Bautista de Anza National
Historic Trail, which connects with Los Angeles State Historic Park, brings recreational users to the
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Arroyo Seco Foundation —

Comments on Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Arroyo Seco

ARBOR and, under Alternative 20, would present them with a river experience much closer to that
of De Anza's expedition. The Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan and the Cornfields
Arroyo Seco Specific Plan invite new development to the ARBOR and surrounding communities
and underscore the need for the enhancement of open space and habitat restoration in the area.

Additionally, the USACE is preparing a similar ecosystem restoration feasibility study for the
adjacent Arroyo Seco Watershed, which will restore eleven miles of the Arroyo Seco River. These
restoration programs have the potential to restore a combined 22 miles of urban river, connecting
the wildlife corridors of the San Gabriel Mountains directly with the Santa Monica Mountains, the
Verdugo Mountains and downtown Los Angeles. Alternative 20 takes full advantage of the potential
for ecosystem restoration and connectivity in an area that has seen severe environmental degradation
over the past century. With the restoration of the Verdugo Wash Confluence, which is only available
in Alternative 20, these two programs will complete a loop of habitat and wildlife connectivity.

Alternative 20 is the only complete, effective, efficient, and acceptable plan under consideration. Los
Angeles Mayor Eric Garcetti and the Los Angeles City Council have expressed enthusiastic
willingness to invest half a billion dollars in ARBOR restoration, and community support for river
restoration is at an all-time high. On behalf of our members and all those who love the Los Angeles
River, the Arroyo Seco Foundation calls on the USACE to approve Alternative 20 and authorize the
funds required to make it a reality for millions of Angelenos and generations to come.

Sincerely,

Tim Brick
Managing Director
tim@arroyoseco.org

Scott Cher
Watershed Coordinator
SCOLL@AIroyoseco.org

Enclosures (2)

Rim of the Valley Study Area
Connectivity Concept Framework

30f3


l1ed9fn9
Text Box
Arroyo Seco


Rim of the Valley Corridor Special Resource Study Area
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Arthur Golding & Assoc.

ARTHUR GOLDING AND ASSOCIATES

ARCHITECTS URBAN DESIGNERS

I5 November 2013

Josephine R. Axt, PhD, Chief, Planning Division

US Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
PO Box 53271 |

ATTN: Ms. Erin Jones CESPL-PD-RN

Los Angeles, California 90053-2325

via email: comments.lariverstudy@usace.army.mil

Reference: Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study
Draft Integrated Feasibility Report

Dr. Axt:

| offer the following comments on the ARBOR study report. At the end of this letter | append a brief summary
of my involvement over the past 25 years with the Los Angeles River and the double watershed of the Los
Angeles and San Gabriel Rivers.

Resilience

While habitat restoration and connectivity is the principal focus of the present study (E.5.PlanningObjectives,
I.1.1 Purpose), flood protection remains a critical mission of the US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and a
critical function of the river system. For the last 25 years, river advocates have proposed revitalizing the River
while maintaining the existing level of flood protection, and this is a premise of the Los Angeles County Los
Angeles River Master Plan of 1996 and of the City of Los Angeles Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan
of 2007. The ARBOR study draft report also adopts this premise (1.1.1 Purpose).

Now in the context of climate change, with the proliferation of severe weather events, it is prudent to think
beyond simply maintaining the current level of flood protection, and to seek ways to augment it. The existing
channelized River is inflexible; its flood protection capacity is fixed. A reconfigured River with many open
spaces, large and small, designed to accept stormwater and to reconnect the River to portions of its historic
floodplain (1.1.1 Purpose) can also be designed to augment capacity to accommodate more severe and more
frequent storms.

Implementation of any level of ecosystem restoration in the ARBOR reaches will be a multi-year undertaking,
and during the next decade, both the Corps and the Flood Control District of the County of Los Angeles may
well need to revisit their design storm assumptions. So, while maintaining the existing level of flood protection
is the stated prerequisite for restoration in the draft report, including the potential to enhance flood
protection is likely to be not only desirable but necessary. As land acquisition and design move forward,

augmented flood protection can be incorporated into the reconfigured River. Alternative 20, which includes
significantly more land acquisition and additional flood plain areas connecting to key tributaries, offers the best
path toward a more resilient river system.

Here it is important for planners and policymakers to look forward. As large an undertaking as the proposed
ecosystem restoration is, even under the most extensive alternate under consideration, it is only a beginning.,

2548 NORTH CATALINA STREET SUITE B LOS ANGELES CALIFORNIA 90027 213 622-5955 FAX 622-7615
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Arthur Golding & Assoc.

Page Two

I5 November 2013
Josephine R. Axt, PhD

Future ecological restoration and development of recreational open spaces incorporating flood management
along the tributaries, at the estuary, in the upper reaches of the mainstem and even along some of the lower
urbanized reaches, as rail operations evolve, will offer additional opportunities to revitalize the River while

enhancing flood protection. Restoration along the Rio Hondo can offer flood risk mitigation for the lower
reaches, reducing design flood flows and facilitating reconfiguration of portions of the channel and restoration of
habitat. If one looks only at the four final alternatives identified in the ARBOR study, Alternative 20 may look
large. If one looks at the magnitude of the task of revitalizing the River, it looks small.

Habitat Restoration and Connectivity

Both the Common Ground open space plan of 2001 and the Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan of
2007 call for continuous greenways and habitat connectivity along the River. While achieving this goal will
require major investments over a long period of time, the ARBOR study and the implementation projects that
will follow it represent the most significant opportunity to begin restoring habitat. Alternative 20 proposes more

and larger habitat areas as compared with Alternative |3, and Alternative 20 includes restoration at the
confluence of Verdugo Wash, which will enable valuable connectivity from the Verdugo Hills to Griffith Park.

Consistency with Local Plans

The Los Angeles County 1996 Los Angeles River Master Plan identifies the confluence with each tributary as a
special site and calls for open spaces at each. The City of Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles River Revitalization

Master Plan calls for a continuous greenway along the entire River, as did the Common Ground open space plan
of 2001. Only Alternative 20 addresses all the confluences within the study area and the extent of greenways
adequately.

The 2004 Los Angeles River Master Plan Landscaping Guidelines and Plant Palettes, published by Los Angeles
County and subsequently adopted by the City of Los Angeles, identifies a “short list” of 59 indigenous native
plants for use along the River corridor and identifies native plant communities for consideration in adjacent El
restoration areas and other open spaces. The plant lists in the Design appendix of the draft report, while
including some of the same species, do not appear consistent with Landscaping Guidelines document.

| strongly support Alternative 20, and | urge the Corps to reconsider its recommendation of Alternative |3. |

Sincerely,

Arthur Golding AIA LEED AP

ARTHUR GOLDING AND ASSOCIATES

ARCHITECTS URBAN DESIGNERS
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Arthur Golding AIA LEED AP

Arthur Golding first became involved with issues concerning the Los Angeles River in 1988, as part of a LA City
Planning Department design charette for the City North area between Chinatown and Union Station. Working
with other river advocates, he subsequently organized charettes for both the Taylor Yard and the Cornfields
sites, involving dozens of design professionals. He was a founding board member of the Council for Watershed
Health (nee Los Angeles and San Gabriel Rivers Watershed Council) and has served on the board continuously
since 1996. He was a member of the planning team for the Common Ground: From the Mountains to the Sea
open space plan for the double watershed of the Los Angeles and San Gabriel Rivers (2001), for the first Arroyo
Seco Restoration Feasibility Study (2002), and for the Ballona Creek Watershed Management Plan (2003). He
served as a member of the advisory group for the Los Angeles County Los Angeles River Master Plan of 1996,
both during the planning phase and afterward. He served as a peer reviewer for the City of Los Angeles 2007
Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan. He has taught urban design studios focused on the Los Angeles
River at the USC School of Architecture.

ARTHUR GOLDING AND ASSOCIATES

ARCHITECTS URBAN DESIGNERS
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Arup

November 12, 2013

Josephine Axt, Ph.D., Chief, Planning Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

ATTN: Ms. Erin Jones, CESPL-PD-RN

P.O. Box 532711

Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325

Re: Support for Alternative 20 in the USACE LA River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study
Dear Dr. Axt:

Arup is the creative force at the heart of many of the world’s most prominent projects in the built
environment and across industry. Founded in 1946 with an enduring set of values, our unique trust
ownership fosters a distinctive culture and an intellectual independence that encourages socially and
environmentally conscious project decision making. Arup has been contributing to the Southern California
community since 1986 and sustains a mission to Shape a Better World.

On behalf of Arup, and as a recent resident of California, | pledge our support for Alternative 20 of the US
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study (Study)
because it offers the greatest potential for catalyzing long-lasting benefits to our people and our local,
regional, and national economies.

The Study area focus on a key 11-mile stretch of the 51-mile river near Downtown LA, which includes
some of the region’s most historically-underserved neighborhoods, will magnify investments already
being made and attract future partnerships like never before. Our organization has seen how investments
in infrastructure rooted in social wellness, like the New York City High Line Park, can have compounding
benefits from future private investment and we believe this project offers the same benefits.

USACE has built a remarkable flood protection system that includes the LA River, but the environmental
damage and community blight resulting from the river's channelization have become obvious. While the
mission of the Study is ecosystem restoration and the USACE-preferred Alternative 13 minimally meets
the Study objectives, Alternative 20 will clearly provide the most ecosystem restoration and will also
provide four times more jobs and three times more income for only twice the investment as Alternative 13.
Alternative 20 would provide over 9,000 direct jobs and add more than $1 billion direct dollars to the gross
national product. Moreover, the Study estimates that, including effects from redevelopment, over 16,000
jobs and nearly $5 billion will result. Alternative 20 also reflects a more equitable cost-sharing
partnership—with the local sponsor paying approximately 50% versus Alternative 13, which requires the
local sponsor to pay almost 70%.

This Study has taken 7 years to complete—at a cost of nearly $10 million—and its recommended project
will take many more years to implement. However, we must now decide the extent of our commitment so
that we may initiate the grassroots work it takes to achieve the most meaningful, expansive restoration in
partnership with the federal government. We will not have another chance to make such a bold, sweeping
statement in bringing nature back to our post-industrial landscape.

An investment in the Study is an investment in our people—our residents, our workers, our students, our
businesses, our families, and the community institutions that serve them. Because of this, Arup supports
Alternative 20 as the most appropriate plan. Fundamentally, we understand that transformation of the LA
River will result in an improved regional quality-of-life and that its successes will be felt here and abroad
for many years to come. Arup looks forward to being a partner in that transformation.
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Sincerely,

Keith Greville, P.Eng (Ontario), C.Eng (Ireland)
Associate, Arup

12777 West Jefferson Boulevard, Building D,
Los Angeles, California 90066

keith.greville@arup.com

Mobile — 206.228.7066

Arup
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Big BrandWater

From: Dan-Big Brand Water

To: Bergmann, Kathleen M SPL

Cc: Jones, Erin L SPL; SPL Comments LA River Study
Subject: [EXTERNAL] LA River

Date: Wednesday, September 25, 2013 1:06:00 AM

| am reviewing your publication entitled NLH Draft IFR for LA River Eco. Rest. Study that was posted
on 9/13/2013.

My concerns with the project are improved water quality in the discharge water that reaches the
oceans.

| have been selling water treatment equipment for about 20 years. The US ACE has been a valued
customer of mine for many years.

My understanding is that there are four different alternatives being evaluated.
| am trying to understand from the documents here
http://www.spl.usace.army.mil/Media/PublicNotices/tabid/1320/Article/17994/spl-2013-003-nlh-

draft-ifr-for-la-river-eco-rest-study.aspx

How each of the alternatives will improve water quality.

The report outlines the various sources of contaminants such as TSS (total suspended solids), PCE,
TCE, selenium, pesticides, etc. in section 3.4.3.

| see constructions impacts on air quality outlined in the report.

Maybe | have overlooked key sections of the report. What | am trying to glean from the data
provided is how each of the four methods plans to treat the contaminants in the water. The
treatment technologies that will be used, and if we will be taking some or all of the urban runoff
and putting them through some sort of purification process in both low flow and storm conditions.
How much we project levels of these EPA regulated contaminants will be reduced in both low flow
normal daily situations and in high flow storm situations.

Regards

Dan Saltsburg

Big Brand Water Filter, Inc.
2088 Anchor Court #B
Newbury Park, CA 91320
(888) 426-9488 ext. 101
(805) 480-1900 ext. 101

http://www.bigbrandwater.com

Big Brand

www.B igEra ndWater.com

Please be advised that this email may contain confidential information. This email may contain
proprietary information and/or copyright material. This email is intended for the use of the addressee
only. Any unauthorized use may be unlawful.
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Big BrandWater

If you are not the intended recipient, please do not read, copy or re-transmit this email. If you have
received this email in error, please notify us by email by replying to the sender and by telephone (call
us collect at +1 818-340-7258) and delete this message and any attachments. Thank you in advance
for your cooperation and assistance.

In addition, Big Brand Water Filter, Inc. and its subsidiaries disclaim that the content of this emalil
constitutes an offer to enter into, or the acceptance of, any contract or agreement or any amendment
thereto; provided that the foregoing disclaimer does not invalidate the binding effect of any digital or
other electronic reproduction of a manual signature that is included in any attachment to this email.
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CNPS

From: DODSON, SNOWDY D

To: SPL Comments LA River Study

Subject: [EXTERNAL] CNPS LA/SMM Chapter LA River Plan Comments
Date: Monday, November 11, 2013 2:22:34 PM

Nov. 11, 2013

Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D.

Chief, Planning Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Los Angeles District

comments.lariverstudy@usace.army.mil

Dear Dr. Axt:

I am writing on behalf of the California Native Plant Society (CNPS), Los Angeles/Santa Monica
Mountains Chapter to urge support for Alternative 20 outlined in the Army Corps of Engineers’ Los
Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study which will determine the long term fate of
restoration activity along an 11 mile stretch of the River from Forest Lawn through the Glendale
Narrows and into downtown. Although several of the alternatives would widen the channel and
increase habitat, we feel that number 20 will go for the gold and do the project to the fullest extent by
connecting the River to the Los Angeles State Historic Park (aka the Cornfields) as well as to the
Piggyback rail yard in Lincoln Heights and to the Verdugo Wash near Glendale. This will allow for not
only more open space for human use but also provide for an expanded natural wildlife corridor and
restored wetlands. Alternative 20 would provide the River area with the greatest amount of restored
habitat resulting in the largest number and variety of native plants and also the most extensive removal
of non-native plant species.

The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) is a non-profit organization of over 9,000 laypersons and
professional botanists with 33 statewide chapters. Our mission is to increase the understanding and
appreciation of California’s native plants and to conserve them and their natural habitats through
education, science, advocacy, horticulture and stewardship. The restoration of the Los Angeles River to
a less degraded and more natural condition so that it has a large variety of native plants together with
non-native species removal is a project that we have been involved in for many years. This opportunity
to revitalize the River to the fullest extent will come around once, and we know that Alternative 20 will
give the River the best possible chance at being a more functioning ecosystem.

Sincerely

Snowdy Dodson, Chapter President

Snowdy.dodson@csun.edu 818-782-9346
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C.ACA.

From: Rick Eng

To: SPL Comments LA River Study

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comments on Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Draft Integrated Feasibility Report
Date: Monday, November 18, 2013 11:11:19 PM

To: Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D., Chief, Planning Division, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles
District

Dear Dr. Axt:

Water is the source of life on Earth and rivers have made vital contributions to the growth and
evolution of human communities as well as provide sustenance for the planet’s ecosystems.

Since 1912, the Los Angeles Lodge of the Chinese American Citizens Alliance (C.A.C.A.), the nation’s
oldest civil rights and social advocacy organization serving Chinese American communities, has taken
strong interest in the health and well-being of one of the world’s most diverse and dynamic cities.

C.A.C.A. Los Angeles strongly supports the revitalization of Los Angeles River as envisioned through the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineer’s Alternative 20—the reintroduction of the 51-mile-long river into the
fabric of the city as a cohesive presence that strengthens balance and expresses harmony between its
natural and urban environments.

C.A.C.A. joins myriad environmental and community organizations, municipal agencies and civic leaders
in support of the most complete revitalization of the Los Angeles River and the best hope for the
people of Los Angeles and its environs. Alternative 20 includes measures in all eight reaches with
channel widening at Verdugo Wash, Arroyo Seco, Cornfield/LA State Historic Park, and Piggyback Yard.
Supporting the most robust river restoration proposal will ensure that conservation efforts can produce
a viable water supply safe for recreational uses and consumption.

Returning the river to the Cornfield/LA State Historic Park holds significant importance for C.A.C.A. Los
Angeles Lodge because it was one of the major groups to spearhead the efforts to preserve 32 acres
of open space from commercial development for public enjoyment.

Historically, rivers and waterways elevated many of the world’s great cities to economic and political

prominence. The Seine and Paris, Thames and London and the Potomac and Washington, D.C. come
to mind. C.A.C.A. Los Angeles hopes the revitalization project will help earn Los Angeles and its river
similar deserved recognition.

The Los Angeles River restoration through Alternative 20 is major undertaking which we believe is
worthy investment for the City of Los Angeles and its future generations of human and inhabitants.

Thank you for your attention.
Sincerely,

Rick Eng
Secretary

Chinese American Citizens Alliance (C.A.C.A.) Los Angeles Lodge
website: www.cacala.org

Rick Eng
email: rickeng562@gmail.com
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CCS

November 15", 2013

Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D.; Chief, Planning Division ATTN: Ms. Erin Jones, CESPL-PD-RN
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District

P.O. Box 532711

Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325

Dear Dr. Axt:

| am writing on behalf of Community Conservation Solutions (CCS) to urge your selection of
Alternative 20 from the choices presented in the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility
Study and Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report. CCS is a conservation
organization dedicated to solving the complex challenges that occur where people and nature intersect. |
led the acquisition and conversion to park space of the very first parcels of land along the L.A. River
beginning in 1994, and CCS has a deep interest in the overall revitalization of the L.A. River.

We are particularly focused on the integrated goals of restoration of native habitat along the L.A.
River, establishment of a connected trail system, and creation of easily accessible, regional public access
to the river. Alternative 20 best achieves all of these goals, and best reflects the creative vision we in Los
Angeles County have for the L.A. River. Your recommendation of Alternative 13 does not.

Alternative 20 is the best choice because it emphasizes "smart" green Best Management
Practices, best reflects ecosystem restoration and re-creation based on historic habitats and would
provide far greater amounts of restoration area as Alternative 13. Alternative 20 is also the best choice
because it:

» Emphasizes connectivity between the L.A. River, Elysian Park, the Verdugo Wash, the Verdugo
Mountains and the San Gabriel Mountains

* Includes Piggyback Yard, which will create wetlands, increase hydrologic and wildlife
connections, and is truly restoration in the highest sense of that term

« Emphasizes restoration of the Cornfields site with badly-needed higher-value native habitats

e Would provide twice as much linear length of revitalized river, with a total of 6.4 miles

* Creates 131 more acres of restored habitat that Alternative 13

* Measures the highest of all alternatives against the 19 performance targets established under the
2 objectives

We urge the Army Corps to select Alternative 20 as the final choice, because it provides the
highest restoration value for the L.A. River and in an ecosystem-based way, best serves the communities
of Los Angeles County, and best reflects long-term sustainability goals.

Sincerely,

Esther Feldman
President
Community Conservation Solutions
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Council for Watershed Health

Council for
Watershed Health

November 16, 2013

Dr. Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D.

Chief, Planning Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
P.O. Box 532711

Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325
comments.lariverstudy@usace.army.mil

ATTN: Ms. Erin Jones, CESPL-PD-RN
SUBJECT: Draft Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Integrated Feasibility Report
Dear Dr. Axt,

On behalf of Council for Watershed Health, | am pleased to submit our comments on the SPL-
2013-003-NLH-Draft IFR for LA River Ecosystem Restoration Report dated September 2013. The
Report is a much-needed analysis of ecosystem restoration for our iconic Los Angeles River. The
Council is grateful to the United States Army Corps of Engineers for the time and consideration
evidenced in the comprehensive Report.

At its September 26, 2013, meeting of the board of directors, Council for Watershed Health
took a formal position in support of Alternative 20. Alternative 20 provides the maximal
benefits and opportunities for ecosystem restoration for the Los Angeles River Watershed and
we respectfully request the adoption by the federal government of this as the preferred
Alternative.

Our knowledge of the aquatic and riparian habitat in the Los Angeles River Watershed is gained
through our management, since 2007, of the Los Angeles River Watershed Monitoring Program.
The program provides managers and the public with a more complete picture of conditions and
trends in the Los Angeles River watershed. The objectives are to develop a watershed scale

understanding of the status of surface waters and improve the coordination and integration of
monitoring efforts for both regulatory compliance and ambient watershed condition.

Although monitoring results are reported annually, in 2013 the Council completed a

comprehensive report of the first five years of monitoring. The Executive Summary highlights

700 N. Alameda St., Los Angeles, CA90012 Phone: 213.229.9945
www.watershedhealth.org Fax: 213.229.9952
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Council for Watershed Health

several findings.' Relevant to the US Army Corps of Engineers Report, we found that biological
communities in concrete-lined channels are highly degraded relative to the more natural sites
in the upper watershed, also notably at the confluence points that are called out by the
program as sites of significant interest. Importantly, the presence and condition of the
surrounding riparian habitat was a stronger influence on river condition than water chemistry
or toxicity. Thus, a comprehensive revitalization plan that includes maximal additional riparian
habitat area, specifically at the confluences, is strongly supported. Increase in riparian area will
have significant positive impact on the proximate aquatic habitats, multiplying the ecosystem
benefit of the restoration.

In addition, water quality is one of many benefits that should be considered when restoring
ecosystems. Alternative 20 outperforms Alternative 13 by virtue of its greater acreage of
wetland marsh that would provide a cleansing effect on stormwater flow. Alternative 20
provides almost 50% more acreage of freshwater marsh habitat, and would therefore be more
effective in helping to meet TMDL wet-weather targets especially for heavy metals (copper,
lead, and zinc) and bacteria.

Following are some additional comments in support of our position. The Council looks forward
to a Final Report that recommends Alternative 20 and, ultimately, to implementation of this
very important ecosystem restoration project that will benefit the ecosystems and people of
Los Angeles.

Sincerely,

Nancy L.C. Steele, D.Env.
Executive Director

! http://watershedhealth.org/Files/document/839_LARWMP_Four-page%20Summary_web.pdf
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Specific Comments and Supporting Information:

I. Watershed-specific restoration and biological benefits: As stated in the Habitat Evaluation,

Appendix G, “Restored ecosystems should mimic, as closely as possible, conditions that would
occur in the area in the absence of human changes to the landscape and hydrology. Indicators
of successful restoration include the presence of a large variety of native plants and wildlife, the
ability of the area to sustain larger numbers of key indicator species or more biologically
desirable species, and the ability of the restored area to continue to function and produce the
desired habitat benefits with a minimum of continuing human intervention.” We concur with
this characterization and urge the US Army Corps of Engineers to take necessary steps toward
this goal:

A. A multiyear effort to control highly invasive plants (e.g. Arundo donax, Washingtonia filifera,
and Pennisetum setaceum) will be required to meet habitat restoration goals. Because there
are significant infestations of invasive plants in the restoration area as well as upstream from
the restoration area and because seed and rhizomes of these plants move downstream in
heavy flows, attempts to establish native plants to meet the ecosystem restoration goals will
fail if an invasive control program is not in place. Mapping, control, and monitoring should
occur in both the Report area and infested headwater areas, and should occur prior, during,
and post project development.

B. The listed Wetland and Riparian and Buffer/Transitional plants (Design: Appendix A%) do not
thoroughly reflect the native plant communities that would have “occurred in the area in the
area in the absence of human changes.” As approved by the City of Los Angeles and referenced
in the Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan®, the Los Angeles River Master Plan
Landscape Guidelines and Plant Palettes’ details the watershed specific plant species that are
native to this watershed. These vetted lists of native plants appropriate for habitat restoration
are based on plant material records accessioned in herbaria. We request that the plant lists be
modified to include species identified in the Los Angeles River Master Plan Landscape
Guidelines and Plant Palettes.

C. The Council urges the US Army Corps of Engineers to require the use of plant material
propagated from local historic populations (ecotypes), in particular because of the adjacency of El
the Report to Significant Ecological Areas, as identified by Los Angeles County. This best

practice protects existing native plan populations from outbreeding depression by preserving

? Draft Habitat Evaluation Appendix G, page 10

® Draft Design Appendix A. Table 3.1 and 3.2

* City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan, April 2007.

> Los Angeles County Department of Public Works. Los Angeles River Master Plan Landscape Guidelines
and Plant Palettes. 2004.

Council for Watershed Health
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genetic integrity. The Society for Ecological Restoration Guidelines for Developing and
Managing Ecological Restoration Projects® states,

“Care should be taken to ensure that regional ecotypes of biotic resources are obtained
to increase the chances for genetic fitness and to prevent introduction of poorly adapted
ecotypes.”

The US Forest Service and the Genetic Resources Conservation Program at UC Davis have
developed guidelines for selecting genetically appropriate plants for restoration projects.’ El
Further justification for local requiring local ecotypes is outlined in a US Department of
Agriculture Forest Service paper entitled Is Genetic Management Important in Urban
Landscapes?® This document states that, “many animal species are sensitive to not only the
species of plants that they use for food or other purposes, but to specific qualities of certain
populations... some animals are selecting, and perhaps are co-adapted with, genetically based
features of the plant species — features that vary across a natural range.” Requiring local
ecotypes is referenced in Section 7.0 of Los Angeles River Master Plan Landscape Guidelines
and Plant Palettes and should be made explicit in the final Repot.

D. Council for Watershed Health leads the Native Seed Resources Coalition, which in March
2012 initiated an effort to strengthen the reliable supply of locally native plants for restoration
and public landscaping projects in Southern California, especially the Los Angeles River. The
Coalition comprises ecologists, horticulturists, land managers, landscape architects, engineers,
planners, seed collectors, and native plant nurseries that are working to increase availability of
watershed-specific native plants. We encourage the US Army Corps of Engineers to participate
in this Coalition in order to learn from practitioners in the field and participate in proposing
improved policies for the Los Angeles River Watershed.

Il. Regional Economic Development benefits. We understand that Regional Economic

Development (RED) benefits are often examined in less detail for most water resources
planning projects than National Economic Development (NED) benefits or National Ecosystem
Restoration (NER) benefits. However, a more recent Corps narrative and indeed one of the
objectives for revising the Principles & Guidelines is for greater emphasis on non-traditional
factors in the planning of water resources projects, with greater consideration for the
environment, social effects, and public safety by using “assessment methods that reflect the

® Society for Ecological Restoration. Guidelines for Developing and Managing Ecological Restoration
Project, 2" Edition. December 2005.

"Montalvo, Arlee M., Rogers, Deborah L., Genetically Appropriate Choices for Plant Materials to
Maintain Biological Diversity. December 31, 2004.

& United States Department of Agriculture, 2006. Is Genetic Management Important in Urban
Landscapes? http://www.fs.fed.us/wildflowers/nativeplantmaterials/documents/genetics Vol 12.pdf

Council for Watershed Health
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»9

value of projects for low-income communities.”” Indeed, a US Army Corps of Engineers
Engineering Circular, EC 1105-2-409, “Planning in a Collaborative Environment,” places a much
greater emphasis on the broad range of considerations in planning besides the NED effects,®
and, ostensibly, besides the NER effects. To this end, the results of the RED analysis are
included in the Report but don’t seem to be used in the decision of a Tentatively Selected Plan
(TSP). The RED comparisons between Alternative 13 and Alternative 20 are actually staggering

(all figures approximate, drawn from Table 8-49 of Appendix B of the Report):

a. Inthe category of construction impacts related to ecosystem features, there is an
approximate increase of 450%: in Jobs from 2,000 to 9,000, in Labor Income from
$114M to $518M, in Sales from $274M to $1.2B, and in the Gross Regional Product

from S160M to $724M.

b. Inthe category of construction impacts related to redevelopment, there is an
approximate increase of 400%: in Jobs from 1,280 to 5,100, in Labor Income from
S85M to $336M, in Value from $116M to $460M, and in Output from $193M to
S767M.

c. Inthe category of long-term economic impacts related to redevelopment, there is an
approximate increase of 400%: in Jobs from 675 to 2,675, in Labor Income from
S965M to $3.8B, and in Local Taxes from $5.8M to $S23M.

In today’s economy, with the Administration calling for increased spending on infrastructure
because it "creates jobs, it puts people to work,"** this differentiation in RED benefits among
the alternatives must not be ignored.

lll. Other Social Effects benefits. EC 1105-2-409, “Planning in a Collaborative Environment,”
mentioned above, also puts a greater emphasis on the importance of social factors in plan

selection. The Draft Report contains a paragraph indicative of the importance of the Other
Social Effects (OSE) account: El

“Social effects in a general sense refer to a concern for how the constituents of life that

influence personal and group definitions of satisfaction, well-being, and happiness are

° US Army Corps of Engineers, 2011. Regional Economic Development (RED) Procedures Handbook.
Institute of Water Resources Report 2011-RPT-01. March, 2011.

“bid.

" New York Times, 2013. “Obama, Under Health Law Cloud, Hits Road to Push New Public Works.”
Article by Campbell Robertson, published November 8, 2013.

http://www.nytimes.com/2013/11/09/us/politics/obama.htmI|? r=0
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affected by some condition or proposed intervention. Well-being is an ensemble
concept composed of multiple dimensions. While economic factors are very important
in characterizing well-being there are many more factors which come into play. In
particular the distribution of resources; the character and richness of personal and
community associations; the social vulnerability and resilience of individuals, groups,
and communities; and the ability to participate in systems of governance are all

elements that help define well-being.”*

Per the Corps of Engineers’ guidance in applying OSE analyses to plan selection,*® the Draft
Report also contains numerous examples where these social effects—health and safety,

economic vitality, social connectedness, community identity, community participation, and El
recreational activities—are improved across the array of alternatives. Admittedly more difficult
to model quantitatively, this Report nevertheless includes a myriad of examples and
investigative data supporting the connection and relevance of habitat, environmental health,
and recreation to the very factors considered in an OSE analysis. It is clearly stated that the
scale of the respective alternatives supports the differentiation between them. And so, the
increases in economic development, mentioned above, as well as an increase of 22% in the
amount of habitat alone from Alternative 13 to Alternative 20, provides support for
determining that Alternative 20 would result in the greatest increase in OSE benefits.

IV. Use of IWR-Plan as a sole indicator of economic benefits. Alternative 20 is a “Best Buy,”
according to the IWR-Plan terminology. The additional cost of Alternative 20 over Alternative
13, however, still produces a valid return on the investment albeit with diminishing returns.

This is typical of incremental analyses, of course, but doesn’t mean that Alternatives 16 or 20
are not cost effective. We would expect that even if only IWR-Plan were used as a criterion for
decision-making, as it appears to have been, the additional value of larger alternatives that
were still cost-effective would provide justification for their selection. Through review of the
alternative matrix and additional plan formulation information in the Report, there were
numerous other “Best Buy” and cost effective alternatives that were identified, e.g., tunneling
and underground storage, but that were discounted due to reasons including cost
considerations. Because of this, Alternative 20 does not truly rank as “the most expensive
alternative” and should not be viewed as such.

V. Specific recommended technologies. We are concerned with call-outs for the use of specific

technologies, which may be supplanted by competing or improved technologies in the future.

We recommend the Final Report identify the recommended outcome and allow specific

12 Draft Economic Appendix B, page 93.
13 Us Army Corps of Engineers, 2013. Applying Other Social Effects in Alternative Analysis. Institute for
Water Resources, Report 2013-R-03. April 2013.
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technologies to be selected as part of the design process. As an example, the Report
recommends the use of turf reinforcement mats (TRM) or other permanent non-biodegradable
geotextile fabrics in habitat restoration projects. Where we have seen these used in non-turf
environments, the plastic netting often becomes exposed when mulch and topsoils degrade.
They are unsightly, easy to trip on, and birds, small mammals often get snagged and die in the
material. Temporary biodegradable rolled erosion control products provide significant benefits
without the potential cost to aesthetics, public safety, or wildlife and provide the necessary

erosion control while deep-rooted native plants are established.

Council for Watershed Health
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DLANC

Downtown
Los Angeles
Neighborhood
Council

Erin Jones

Biologist

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Los Angeles District
erin.l.jones@usace.army.mil

Dear Ms. Jones,

The Joint River Oversight Committee, a standing committee of both Boyle Heights and Downtown LA neighborhood
councils, held an open public meeting Mon Oct 28, 2013. The two neighborhood councils represent both sides of
Downtown LA and the accompanying bridges.

The four main proposals from the 500 page Draft IFR were presented to the public in a manner similar to your
multimedia presentation on Oct 17 at FOLAR. We showed the Southemn California ecosystem and explained the
reasons you support Alt 13 and the Mayor supports Alt 20.

Our committee collected public comments and a neighborhood "vote". Here are our findings for your review:

1) After seeing the complexity of the review materials, the public felt that the comment period is prohibitively short and |1 |
did not allow for a proper assessment of the 4 plans. Therefore, we agreed to focus on Alt 13 and Alt 20.

2)We noted that Alt 13 does not come to Downtown LA; therefore there would be no direct impact on our area. We
noted that the 6th street Bridge project is a companion federal project, and will have GREAT impact on this area--
therefore we noted there is a troubling disconnect between Alt 13 and the "local" River (bridge) project. Even Alt 20
barely addresses Downtown LA's complex situation.

4) We noted that Alt 20 is the only plan which ties together a true, connected ecological restoration of the Southland
AND the remarkable social capital and 2nd hand benefits of increased tourism and media activity along the proposed
restored areas. We also noted that "social capital" was NOT listed as an ecological benefit, meaning your graphs and
cost breakdowns were unintentionally weighted against it and therefore inaccurate.

5)We noted that the matching funds in the larger proposal correspond more closely with the typical 50-50 fed/local
splits that happen in other projects of this type. That said funding will take place over time, giving LA and Federal
Government opportunities to "grow back" the money and make this a true infrastructure investment.

6) The committee also was in unanimity that the consensus to support the broader Alternative 20 best represented all
communities and the political leadership and environmental groups.

7)We also discussed that Alternative 20 is the only proposal that would enhance the ties between the river and Los
Angeles State Historic Park by creating wetlands and a marsh that connect the river to the park.

8) After reviewing the materials, we voted in favor of supporting Alt 20. We feel that Downtown LA, and the entire
Southern Califomia area, would benefit from the increased flood control and wildlife activity. This is in addition to the
social capital that would indirectly be accrued.

With this in mind, the Downtown LA Neighborhood Council Board and the Boyle Heights Neighborhood Council
Board jointly support the Mayor's office, and River Proposal Alternative 20.

This letter was approved by the DLANC Board of Directors on November 12, 2013.

Thank you for your time.

Patti Berman Joint River Oversight Committee
President Geza Gedeon, Chair
DLANC
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DrennanEnterprises

Drennan Enterprises
4635 Atoll Avenue

Sherman Oaks, CA 91423

310 384 8240
michael@mdrennan.com

November 17, 2013

Dr. Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D.

Chief, Planning Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
P.O. Box 532711

Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325Dr.

ATTN: Ms. Erin Jones, CESPL-PD-RN

SUBJECT: Request to Select Alternative 20 in the Draft Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration
Feasibility Report

Dear Dr. Axt:

Thank you for your tremendous effort over the past several years in bringing the subject report to
fruition. The importance of the restoration of the ecosystem of the Los Angeles River cannot be
overestimated, for the region, or the nation. This river feeds and drains the most populous county in
the United States. Over 10 million people who are a part of this ecosystem will benefit from the vision
your plan clearly defines.

| believe the report should be concluding with a selection of Alternative 20 as the recommended
alternative. It appears the recommendation for Alternative 13 is completely based on the economic
analysis of costs per habitat unit. Throughout the report, tables and graphs indicate respective outputs
as the planned features incrementally increase across the alternatives. | understand how the graphs
show that the bulk of the habitat units—almost 6,000 average annual habitat units (AAHU)—are realized
by $21M in annual cost, and that less than 1,000 AAHU more would cost an additional $30M in annual
cost. | agree that—purely through the use of the incremental analysis tool, IWR-Plan—the larger
alternatives appear to be less cost effective. However, | suggest the Corps of Engineers has not
considered numerous other indicators in your decision-making as outlined below.

As the owner of a small business within Los Angeles, | strongly encourage you and your organization to
reconsider your recommendations, and select Alternative 20, for the following reasons:

1) Regional Economic Development benefits. | understand that RED benefits are often examined in less
detail for most water resources planning projects than National Economic Development (NED)
benefits or National Ecosystem Restoration (NER) benefits. However more recent Corps narrative
and indeed one of the objectives for revising the Principles & Guidelines is for greater emphasis on
non-traditional factors in the planning of water resources projects, with greater consideration for
the environment, social effects, and public safety by using “assessment methods that reflect the
value of projects for low-income communities.”* Indeed, your own Engineering Circular, EC 1105-2-
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3)

DrennanEnterprises

Drennan Enterprises
4635 Atoll Avenue

Sherman Oaks, CA 91423

310 384 8240
michael@mdrennan.com

409, “Planning in a Collaborative Environment,” places a “much greater emphasis on the broad
range of considerations in planning besides the National Economic Development (NED) effects,”
and, ostensibly, besides the NER effects. To this end, the results of the RED analysis are included in
the report but don’t seem to be used in the decision of a Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP). The RED
comparisons between Alternative 13 and Alternative 20 are actually staggering (all figures
approximate):

a. Inthe category of construction impacts related to ecosystem features, an increase in Jobs
from 2,000 to 9,000, in Labor Income from $114M to $518M, in Sales from $274M to $1.2B,
and in the Gross Regional Product from $160M to $724M — all representing a 450% increase.

b. In the category of construction impacts related to redevelopment, an increase in Jobs from
1,280 to 5,090, in Labor Income from $85M to $336M, in Value from $116M to $460M, and
in Output from $193M to $767M — all representing an approximate 400% increase.

c. Inthe category of long-term economic impacts related to redevelopment, an increase in
Jobs from 2,670 to 675, in Labor Income from $965M to $3.8B, and in Local Taxes from
$5.8M to $23M — all representing an approximate 400% increase.

In today’s economics, with ongoing discussion of additional stimulus authorities, and with the
Administration calling for Increased spending on infrastructure because it "creates jobs, it puts
people to work,"” this differentiation in RED benefits among the alternatives cannot be ignored.

Use of IWR-Plan as a sole indicator of economic benefits. All of the final array alternatives including
Alternative 20 are indeed cost effective—“Best Buys,” in fact, according to the IWR-Plan
terminology. So the additional cost over Alternative 13 still returns a valid return on the investment
albeit with diminishing returns. This is typical of incremental analyses, of course, but doesn’t mean
that Alternatives 16 or 20 are not cost effective. | would expect that even if only IWR-Plan were
used as a criterion for decision-making, as it appears to have been, the additional value of larger
alternatives that were still cost-effective would provide justification for their selection. Through
review of the alternative matrix and additional plan formulation information in the report, there
were numerous other “Best Buy” and cost effective alternatives that were identified, e.g., tunneling
and underground storage, but that were discounted due to reasons including cost considerations.
Because of this, Alternative 20 does not truly rank as “the most expensive alternative” and should
not be viewed as such.

Other Social Effects benefits. EC 1105-2-409, “Planning in a Collaborative Environment,” mentioned
above, also puts a greater emphasis on the importance of social factors in plan selection. The Draft
report contains a paragraph exactly indicative of the importance of the Other Social Effects (OSE)
account:
“Social effects in a general sense refer to a concern for how the constituents of life that
influence personal and group definitions of satisfaction, well-being, and happiness are affected
by some condition or proposed intervention. Well-being is an ensemble concept composed of
multiple dimensions. While economic factors are very important in characterizing well-being
there are many more factors which come into play. In particular the distribution of resources;
the character and richness of personal and community associations; the social vulnerability and
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Drennan Enterprises
4635 Atoll Avenue

Sherman Oaks, CA 91423

310 384 8240
michael@mdrennan.com

resilience of individuals, groups, and communities; and the ability to participate in systems of

governance are all elements that help define well-being.”
Per the Corps of Engineers’ guidance in applying OSE analyses to plan selection, the Draft Report
also contains numerous examples where these social effects—health and safety, economic vitality,
social connectedness, community identity, community participation, and recreational activities—are
improved across the array of alternatives. Admittedly more difficult to model quantitatively, your
report nevertheless includes a myriad of examples and investigative data supporting the connection
and relevance of habitat, environmental health, and recreation to the very factors considered in an
OSE analysis. It is clearly stated that the scale of the respective alternatives supports the
differentiation between them. And so, the increases in economic development, mentioned above,
as well as an increase of 22% in the amount of habitat alone from Alternative 13 to Alternative 20
provides support for determining that Alternative 20 would result in the greatest increase in OSE
benefits.

4) Water Quality. While not a direct mission of the Corps, water quality is of course of concern. Here,
again, Alternative 20 outperforms Alternative 13 by virtue of its greater acreage of wetland marsh
that would provide a cleansing effect on surrounding stormwater flow. It provides almost 50% more
acreage of freshwater marsh habitat, and is more effective in helping to meet TMDL wet-weather
targets especially for heavy metals (copper, lead, and zinc) and bacteria. The percentage of
constituent concentration reduction required to meet TMDL targets that is achieved by in-stream
freshwater marsh habitat is expected to be approximately 75% higher in Alternative 20 compared to
Alternative 13. This truly speaks to multi-objective planning.

Thank you very much for your consideration. | look forward to hearing of the final decision, and look
forward to a change in the Tentatively Selected Plan to Alternative 20.

Sincerely,

Mizhael Drennan

Michael Drennan
President
Drennan Enterprises, Inc.
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EcotoneStudios

ecotone studios

2272 Colorado Boulevard #1366
Los Angeles, CA 90041

(323) 739-6054
info@ecotonestudios.com
www.ecotonestudios.com

November 18, 2013

Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D.

Chief, Planning Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Los Angeles District, P.O. Box 532711

RE: Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Study
Dear Josephine R. Axt,

| am writing in regards to the Draft Integrated Feasibility Report for the Los Angeles River
Ecosystem Restoration Study released on September 13, 2013. | have admittedly only glanced
through the lengthy document so | do not have detailed comments related to specific content.
Rather, | do have a few general comments | would like to submit.

The implementation of the selected design alternative should not preclude, impede, or in any way
hinder the future purchase, donation or other acquisition of river-adjacent lands for purposes of
floodplain expansion. While habitat restoration is admirable and of great importance, restoring
watershed function is the more significant issue facing the Los Angeles region and, in addition
to habitat restoration, includes increased flood protection, sediment transport, local water
supply, etc., especially in the wake of future climate change. It is clear that the City is interested
in encouraging development along the River corridor as mentioned in /tem 3.7.7 on Page 77 of
the Draft Economic Appendix. Given my concerns mentioned earlier in this paragraph, | would
hope that the Corps might recommend against future development in the L.A. River floodplain,
especially in currently “under-developed” areas adjacent to the channel, if not for the sake of
flood protection alone.

™ [E]

Also of concern is public access to the River. While browsing through the document, | noticed
a number of proposed channel wall modifications, particularly in the Elysian Valley reach. This
area saw a very successful pilot season for kayaking this past Summer and any modifications
that would preclude such access and recreation would ultimately be detrimental to ongoing
restoration efforts and to the education of many future River enthusiasts.

Thank you very much for accepting my comments and | look forward to following the further
development of this study.

Sincerely,

Joshua Link, Principal
ASLA | LEED AP | PLA #5503

Office: (323) 739-6054
Mobile: (626) 862-6774
Email: j.link@ecotonestudios.com
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EVAC

November 17, 2013

Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D; Chief, Planning Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
P.O. Box 532711

Attn: Ms. Erin Jones, CESPL-PD-RN

Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325
Comments.lariverstudy@usace.army.mil

Dear Dr. Axt:

| am writing to you as a 10-year resident of Elysian Valley, and as the President of the Board of
Directors of the Elysian Valley Arts Collective (EVAC). | both live and work in Elysian Valley, one
block from the Los Angeles River. | operate my architecture business, Tracy A. Stone Architect,
at the corner of Knox and Blake Ave.

The EVAC is an educational and professional Association formed to promote the arts and the
profession of those arts in Elysian Valley, CA.; to organize and manage the Frogtown Artwalk, a
yearly self-guided tour of the artist/artisans’ studios in Elysian Valley; to promote knowledge of,
and to stimulate interest in and appreciation of, the creative arts in the community; and to
encourage interest in the arts for our youth. The EVAC is comprised of over 50 individuals and
businesses located in Elysian Valley. We identify strongly as a river-front community, and we
work hard to raise awareness of the importance of the health of the river to our residents and
businesses.

| appreciate the time and efforts the Corps and the City have expended to prepare the Los
Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study and Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report, Draft Integrated Feasibility Report. | am so happy that
the Corps and the City have worked with the community to restore the river.

The EVAC has reviewed the report, and we understand that each of the proposals under
consideration have the same intent with respect to habitat restoration in our neighborhood.
However, we are writing to express support for the Alternative 20 presented in the document.
This alternative offers more comprehensive restoration that will benefit the river as a whole, and
therefore ALL the neighborhoods bordering the river.

We believe that Alternative 20 is superior to Alternative 13 for the following reasons:

e Better connectivity for wildlife migration, seed dispersal and hydrology

e Verdugo Wash is critical to providing this connectivity from the LA River to the Verdugo
Mountains, Los Feliz Golf Course, and San Gabriel Mountains

e Piggyback Yard includes real restoration with concrete wall removal, creation of wetlands
and elevation of the railroad segment to increase hydrologic and wildlife connections

e Cornfields includes real restoration with higher value habitats by terracing the bank and
creating freshwater marsh
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e Cornfields provides connection to the Elysian Park

* Reduction of distances between habitat nodes

e Itis more similar to the ecosystem that historically existed prior to the channel
 More concrete is removed

* More acres of restored habitat

« More likely to be sustainable and resilient over the life of the project

e Provides more jobs

Restoration of the Los Angeles River is crucial to us as a city, and to our neighborhood
specifically. It will help to redress the intense destruction and overdevelopment in our city.

We urge the Corps and the City to select Alternative 20 because it provides the best restoration
and the most sustainable project for the future.

Sincerely,

Tracy Stone AIA LEED AP BD&C

President
Elysian Valley Arts Collective
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November 18, 2013

Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D., Chief, Planning Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District

P.O. Box 532711, ATTN: Ms. Erin Jones, CESPL-PD-RN
Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325

Via email at comments.lariverstudy@usace.army.mil

Re: Comments on Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Draft Integrated Feasibility Report
Dear Ms. Axt and Ms. Jones:

I am writing on behalf of Enterprise Community Partners to join our mayor, our political leaders, fellow
members of the Federal Urban Waters Partnership, numerous other organizations, and fellow citizens to
express our unified voice in advocating for the selection of Alternative 20 as presented in your draft
feasibility report.

Enterprise Community Partners is a mission-driven nonprofit with more than 30 years of success
investing in community development that achieves a sustainable balance between urban and natural
systems, at the parcel level for real estate projects, but also more broadly at the scale of water resource
protection, watershed health and the network of habitat corridors impacted by urban development. Our
investments include a number of projects along the Los Angeles River and in the feasibility report study
area, and we see first hand how a coordinated effort at restoration could integrate the river into existing
green space, provide vital support for endangered species and ecosystems, and connect those of us who
live and work nearby to a resource that uplifts and even heals Los Angeles’ diverse community of
human residents as well. By studying options for a much-needed upgrade of stormwater infrastructure,
we also see a once in a lifetime opportunity to do more than address flood control and stormwater
management. We have a chance to act comprehensively to restore the multitude of functions that
healthy waterways can play in our urban areas. Today, because of the functional success of our current
flood control system, the Los Angeles River acts to divide, isolate, and interrupt the natural flow and
access to potentially abundant natural resources within the region. Upon reviewing your study, we
believe that Alternative 20 is our best chance to change that.

While not the primary objective of restoration, we cannot deny the enduring economic and community
benefits that Alternative 20 offers, both in terms of jobs, but also as an opportunity to redress some of
the environmental and social injustices that have resulted from the paving of the river in the past.
Alternative 20 will lift up both the natural habitat and people of Los Angeles, and we look forward to
joining the Army Corps for once in a lifetime leadership in doing just that.

(o

Vice President

Southern California Market Leader

ENTERPRISE COMMUNITY PARTNERS, INC.

600 Wilshire Boulevard = Suite 600 = Los Angeles, CA 90017 = 213.833.7988

101 Montgomery Street= Suite 1350 = San Francisco, CA 94104 = 415.395.9405
www.EnterpriseCommunity.org
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Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D.; Chief, Planning Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
P.0.Box 532711

ATTN: Ms Erin Jones, CESPL-PD-RN

Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325
comments.lariverstudy@usace.army.mil

November 15, 2013
Dear Dr. Axt:

[ write on behalf of Environment Now (EN). EN is a family foundation based in Los
Angeles since 1989 and dedicated to seeing measurable improvement in ecosystem
protection and restoration. We have worked with partners for over twenty years to
improve water quality in the LA River and to reduce our region’s dependency on
source waters. We have found that as Angelenos become more connected to their
local waterways, they become more conscientious about where their water comes
from and how to best conserve water. Additionally, our staff and partners enjoy the
river as a recreational area, an urban wildlands attraction, as well as a reclamation
and potentially water re-use channel. We are dedicated to creating a better balance
of our environment and urban community.

EN appreciates the time and efforts the Corps and City have expended to work with
the community and prepare the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration
Feasibility Study and Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact
Report, Draft Integrated Feasibility Report. We are thrilled that the Corps and City
have worked with local water advocates to be on the same side of the Los Angeles
River Ecosystem Restoration! Our colleagues have reviewed the report in detail and
developed comments, which we endorse in support of Alternative 20 presented in
the document. While Alternative 13 has been identified in your study as the
Tentatively Selected Plan, EN found this alternative to lack the comprehension in
key areas essential for adequate ecosystem restoration of the Los Angeles River.

Major concerns are that the following were not adequately recognized in the
selection:

e Compatibility with the National initiatives and programs, particularly the
President’s American Great Outdoors Initiative and the Urban Waters Public
Partnership, that recognize the importance of the LA River to habitats,
species, and people

e The richness of this biodiversity hotspot

e The rarity of the region’s Mediterranean climate

e The intense destruction and overdevelopment in the 2nd largest U.S. City

Alternative 20 is far superior to Alternative 13 for the following reasons:
e CHAP is only one tool that should have been used to value the habitat
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e Connectivity for wildlife migration, seed dispersal, and hydrology (205%

greater than 13)
e Verdugo Wash is critical to providing this connectivity from the LA River to
the Verdugo Mountains, Los Feliz Golf Course, and San Gabriel Mountains
e Piggyback Yard includes real restoration with concrete wall removal,
creation of wetlands and elevation of the railroad segment to increase
hydrologic and wildlife connections
e Cornfields includes real restoration with higher value habitats by terracing
the bank and creating freshwater marsh
e Cornfields provides connection to the Elysian Park
e Reduction of distances between the habitat nodes greatly enhances the value
e Itis more similar to the ecosystem that historically existed prior to the
channel
The length of area restored is 2 times greater (6.4 miles vs. 3.2)
More than 3 times the concrete is removed (117,918 cubic yards vs. 36,891)
Creates 131 more acres of restored habitat (719 vs. 588)
The habitat restored creates a higher quality of ecosystem because it restores
more natural river connections, rather than just culverts or pipes
e More likely to be sustainable and resilient over the life of the project because
of the size and added connectivity
e Measures the highest of all alternatives against the 19 performance targets
established under the 2 objectives
e Meets the 4 evaluation criteria (effectiveness, completeness, efficiency,
acceptability) the most robustly
e The Regional Economic Development analysis shows Alternative 20:
o Provides 7015 more jobs and $386 million more in wages during
construction
o Creates 3700 more new jobs and $251 million more in wages for
redevelopment over the long term
o Creates 1094 more new permanent jobs valued at $62 million more
e The Other Social Effects analysis shows Alternative 20 with its larger scope
will:
o Produce a greater connectivity with the people and communities
o Reach more of the census tracts with high poverty and high minority
populations
o Provide more green areas to encourage physical activity
o Provide more green areas to reduce air quality effects

Restoration of the Los Angeles River is crucial to EN and our City! The project is
worth the added costs because of the added values stated above that were not
sufficiently counted in the report comparisons. We urge the Corps and City to select
Alternative 20 because it provides the best restoration and the best sustainability
for the future.

Sincerely,

Gt loan-
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November 7, 2013

Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D.

Chief, Planning Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
P.O. Box 532711,

Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325

ATTN: Ms. Erin Jones, CESPL-PD-RN
comments.lariverstudy@usace.army.mil

RE: Comment on Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study

Dear Dr. Axt,

FilmL.A. is a private, 501(c)4 not-for-profit organization established for the public benefit. We coordinate
and process permits for on-location motion picture, television and commercial production under contract
to public-sector clients including the City of Los Angeles and the County of Los Angeles. FilmL.A. was
created when the City and County of Los Angeles decided to privatize their film permit offices. FilmL.A.is
funded primarily by permit coordination fees paid by production companies

The Los Angeles region is considered the entertainment production capital of the world. Much of the
region's film production takes place not on a sound-stage, but rather in one of L.A.'s many diverse
neighborhoods. Your agency knows, of course, that the Los Angeles River is a common shooting
location.

FilmL.A. endorses Alternative 20 for the L.A. River Ecosystem Study as the most appropriate plan for the
future of the Los Angeles River and consequentially, the economy of the region. We believe that habitat
restoration and new and improved passive recreation areas will create many new locations to entice
filmmakers, and that the resulting media images will have a positive effect of nurturing local
environmental stewardship as well as boosting tourism to the region. Our own FilmL.A. employees have
volunteered to pull trash at the annual river cleanup event for the past few years. Many of them live in the
Los Angeles River watershed and feel passionately about improving it.

Recently, the beautiful, natural-bottom areas of the river have begun to appear in featured in films,
television, and music videos. We encourage the choice of Alternative 20 to make the river a beautiful
natural backdrop for increased on-location filming in Los Angeles, increased tourism, and improved public
health for Angelenos.

Singsyely,

Paul Audley
President

6255 Sunset Blvd., 12* Floor, Hollywood, CA 90028 T.(213) 977 8600 F.(213)977 8610 www.FilmLA.com
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November 18, 2013

Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D.;

Chief, Planning Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
P.O. Box 532711

Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325

ATTN: Ms. Erin Jones, CESPL-PD-RN

Dear Dr. Axt

On behalf of the Friends of the Los Angeles River (FOLAR), | am pleased to submit these
comments on the Draft Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study and
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (‘Report”). *  We commend the
Corps for preparation of this comprehensive and professional evaluation of the option for
restoration of the Los Angeles River. The restoration will be a major step forward, not only for
the river and its wildlife, but for the people of Los Angeles.

FoOLAR has been advocating for river restoration for over 25 years. During this period FOLAR
has conducted scientific studies, run an ongoing educational program for Los Angeles students
focused on the river and its ecology, prepared and advocated plans for river-related
improvements, and advocated for public use of the river, including obtaining of passage of state
legislation assuring the public’s right to use the river for recreation and educational purposes.
Legislation. FOLAR has approximately 10,000 members, supporters and other associated
individuals and groups with a strong interest in the Los Angeles River. Each year about 4,000
people participate in FOLAR'’s river cleanup, the Gran Limpieza.

To prepare comments we have drawn on this experience and expertise and that of other
organizations with an interest in the river. To support our review we have also retained experts
in wildlife and river policy, convened a group of scientists at the Los Angeles Natural History
Museum, and worked with others with related expertise.

! http://www.spl.usace.army.mil/Media/PublicNotices/tabid/1320/Article/17994/spl-2013-003-nlh-draft-ifr-
for-la-river-eco-rest-study.aspx

570 W. Ave 26 #250  Los Angeles, CA 90065 <+ Phone: 323.223.0585
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While we appreciate the extensive effort which has gone into this report, we find that the Corps
selection of Alternative 13 as the Tentatively Selected Plan falls far short of what is needed for
adequate restoration of the river. As detailed in these comments, we believe the analysis and
findings of the Report clearly support Alternative 20 rather than Alternative 13 as the Selected
Plan. Alternative 13 lacks the comprehensive approach of Alternative 20, and falls short of
meeting the Corps’ own objectives for the restoration. In short, the Corps has selected a
Preferred Alternative/Tentatively Selected Plan which fails to meet some of its own objectives
and only marginally satisfies others.

These comments focus on two major, interrelated analytical problems with the conclusion
reached in the Report that Alternative 13 adequately addresses the overall objectives of the
Corps’ study:

. The Corps has set numerical objective performance criteria for adequacy of the
restoration which are artificially low compared with the stated objectives of the study.
(Discussed in Section | of these comments)

. In rejecting Alternatives 16 and 20 because the “incremental costs” of these alternatives
were too high relative to their additional benefits, the Corps decision failed to capture
and quantify important ecosystem improvements. This led to a finding that these
alternatives are inefficient, a finding which we do not believe is supportable when all
benefits are considered. (Discussed in Section Il of these comments)

We then examine in more detail three specific areas of environmental benefits which were
inadequately valued in reaching a decision on the Tentatively Selected Plan.

. The value of habitat connectivity, by the criteria in the Report a critical component of
restoration and essential to its success, was either ignored or seriously undervalued in
reaching a decision. (Discussed in Section Il of these comments)

. Creation of the large nodes essential to adequate habitat and other values, such as
hydrology, connectivity and aesthetics, was minimized in reaching the decision
(Discussed in Section IV of these comments)

. The importance of the restoration benefits to the human environment, a factor which we
believe must be given weight in a restoration project in a dense urban environment such
as Los Angeles with inadequate open space and recreational opportunities, is an
important decision factor. (Discussed in Section IV of these comments)

FoLAR submits that both the descriptive material and the analysis in Draft Study support
Alternative 20. While this provides the most aggressive of the alternatives in the Report, it is
important to note that substantially more comprehensive restoration plans were evaluated and
rejected: even Alternative 20 is weaker than what many participants in the study process
recommended.
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. Important Numerical Decision Criteria Are Set At Minimal Levels Inconsistent
With The Report’'s Stated Objectives And Findings

A. Context for Ecosystem Restoration

Prior to channelization the Los Angeles River occupied a 52 mile flood plain. From old
photographs and maps, the flood plain varied in width from several times the river channel itself
to sections south of downtown Los Angeles where it meandered over extensive acreage.? The
original floodplain in its entirety does not necessarily equate with the river’s original ecosystem
at the time of channelization as some areas of floodplain were already occupied by commercial
and agricultural uses. However, most of the floodplain was a continuous 52 mile ecosystem, in
that the physical environment of the river and flood plain functioned together as a unit with the
numerous living organisms occupying or connected to it, including the people who use it. This
ecosystem essentially ceased to exist with channelization. As the Report states, “Due to habitat
conversion, natural riparian communities persist only as isolated remnants of what was once a
vast, interconnected system of rivers, streams, marshes, and vegetated washes.” (Report pp. 1-
9, Figure 1-5)

The study initially focused on the 32 miles of river within the City of Los Angeles. In deciding to
focus on the 12 mile stretch from Griffith Park to downtown, the Corps determined that the
remainder of the river was unsuitable for restoration, primarily because of the unavailability of
adjacent land due to existing development. However, applying the same logic to the remaining
20 miles of the river beyond the city boundaries, this determination means that it is highly
unlikely that restoration can or will be pursued on 80% river. Thus, the relatively small feasibility
study reach is acting as a surrogate for the entire river, and environmental values should be
maximized in this one restoration opportunity.

Even within the study area, restoration is highly constrained by infrastructure which itself was
enabled by channelization. Subsequent to channelization, the I-5 Freeway through the
Glendale Narrows, the 134 Freeway north of Griffith Park, the 110 Freeway south of downtown,
and additional railroad tracks were constructed and now occupy substantial areas of the original
floodplain. These infrastructure elements could not have been built without a channelized river.
They greatly reduce the acreage available for restoration and seriously limit creation of a
continual ecosystem within the study area.

The guiding principal for Corps ecosystem restoration is stated clearly in various places in the
Report: Restored ecosystems should mimic, as closely as possible, conditions that would occur
in the area in the absence of human changes to the landscape and hydrology. [Appendix G, p
10]. As pointed out below, establishing low threshold criteria for what is adequate restoration is
inconsistent with this objective. Frequently stating that “one” of a particular type of restoration is
sufficient results in adoption of an alternative which fails to mimic preexisting conditions except
in very limited stretches of the study area. This hardly represents a restoration which brings the

% See Creason, G., Los Angeles In Maps, Rizzoli International, 2010,


l1pdwrjm
Line

l1pdwrjm
Text Box
1

l1ed9fn9
Text Box
FoLAR-1


FoLAR-1

FoLAR Comments — ARBOR Draft Report
Page 4

river “as closely as possible” to preexisting conditions. This is particularly apparent as the
study reach represents only about 20% of the total river, and is the only area where this type
restoration is feasible.

For natural communities and habitats, this deficiency is even more glaring. While the report did
an admirable job of outlining existing habitats along the river, virtually nothing was said about its
historical condition — were there vernal marshes, or alkali meadows along the river, and if so,
where, and do any of the Alternatives propose to re-introduce them (or to provide conditions so
that they could establish on their own)? California maintains a list of “priority habitats”, tracked
by the California Natural Diversity Data Base, many of which were historically present in the
study area, and which could be re-established.

The Report itself recognizes these constraints on restoration, and in effect states that any of the
alternatives proposed provide very limited restoration relative to the original river ecosystem.
Given these constraints, the Corps’ final decision should seek to maximize restoration of
ecosystem values in the study area.

B. Atrtificially Low Objectives Performance Criteria

Instead, within this limited study area, the Report established numerical criteria which allowed
the Corps decision makers to adopt a preferred alternative which minimizes restoration relative
to other alternatives. Referred to as “Objectives Performance Criteria”, these are used to
determine whether a particular alternative is adequate to meet the overall study goals and the
three specific planning objectives of the study.[p. 4-4]

The Report does not discuss how or why these numerical criteria were adopted. Nor does there
appear to be a scientific or technical basis for these. The criteria, in fact, seem to be arbitrary.
To the contrary, a number of findings of the Report suggest that these de minimis criteria are in
fact too low.

The following examines key numerical objective performance criteria in relation to discussion in
the Report. (Non-numerical criteria are not discussed.)

1. “Restore a minimum of two aquatic habitat nodes with a natural hydrologic connection
to the river and riparian communities with a minimum distance of 150 meters from the water’s
edge to create areas capable of functioning as core habitat and refuge for native reptiles and
amphibians [ Criteria 1.a, p. 4-4]

Discussion:
Section IV of these comments discusses the importance of large nodes in more detail.

Alternative 13 includes just two habitat areas: Taylor Yard and the much smaller Arroyo Seco
mouth, whereas Alternative 20 effectively has six, adding Verdugo Wash, Piggyback Yard and

® http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/
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Cornfields, with substantial channel widening effectively adding an additional “large node”.
(note that the Cornfields connection also provides connectivity to the large habitat area in

Elysian Park.) Considering this, as shown on Table 3 in Section IV, showing the incremental
habitat acreage by habitat node which would be added by each Alternative, Alternative 20 would

FoLAR-1

create almost three times the large node acreage of Alternative 1.

a)

b)

d)

Specific Planning Objective No. 1 [Sec. 4.2.1], calls for restoration within the ARBOR
reach in order to achieve restored ecological processes and biological diversity, a more
natural hydrologic regime, reconnection to historic floodplains, and other hydrologic
improvements. This suggests that the preferred alternative should maximize the amount
of acreage which can be reasonably restored. The Effect of Alternative 13, which
includes only two large nodes, is to minimizes restoration. Alternative 20 restores about
half (58%) of the river channel within the ARBOR area as opposed to less than a third in
alternative 13 (29%). *

The same planning objective means that new habitat nodes should be provided, to the
extent feasible, within the entire study reach. Alternative 13 provides no new large
habitat nodes for reaches 1-7, the northern two-thirds of the study area. While there
are smaller restoration components north of Taylor Yard, the acreage is small relative to
the pre-channelization habitat. Creating meaningful new habitat in this northern area
can be done only by including the Verdugo Wash.

Alternative 13 also fails to meet the USACE guidance that ecosystem restoration should
mimic as closely as possible conditions which would occur in the absence of human
changes. Failure to add any significant new habitat in two-thirds of the study area
means the preferred alternative fails to meet the Corps’ own objectives.

Alternative 13 also misses the only opportunity to establish new habitat on the west or
southwest south side of the river, by opening a connection to the Cornfields (Los
Angeles State Historical Park) and thereby create connectivity to Elysian Park.

Alternative 20 adds a significant new habitat node in the northern segment, in addition to
greatly improving regional connectivity as discussed below. The Verdugo Wash area would
be the only important new river habitat in the vicinity of Griffith Park, where, prior to
channelization, the river’s flood plain provided an extensive riverine habitat directly

connected to the park and the mountains. Not only does the Verdugo Wash addition add
important wildlife habitat, it greatly improves other benefits including hydrology, air quality,

groundwater and the human environment as discussed in more detail in Section I, below. It

also allows for a direct connection without entering the river channel between the areas
north of the River at Griffith Park (Betty Davis Park) and the study reaches to the south,
which would not exist under Alternative 13

* Geographical analysis of extent of restoration provided to FOLAR and available upon request.
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2. Restore structurally diverse riparian habitat consisting of herbaceous (e.g., herbaceous vine
cover), shrub (e.g., shrubby willow thicket), and tree (e.g., mature cottonwood-willow trees)
layers in a minimum of five reaches resulting in three contiguous reaches. [p.4-4, emphasis
added]

Discussion:

The analysis in the Report does not state whether this objective has been met. [See Table
6-3 and related text] Our review suggests that it has not been met. Based on the
discussion in Chapter 7 , Details of the Tentatively Selected Plan, (Section 7.1), the
following appears to be the type of riparian habitat restored by Alternative 13:

Reach 1: Shrubs and Trees 4
Reaches 2-7: Shrubs Only
Reach 8 Shrubs and Trees

Shrubs are added in all reaches, and trees are definitely added in two reaches. There is a
possibility that trees are planned in several more reaches, but these are not referenced in the
discussion in Chapter 7. It is also appears that Alternative 13 does not restore three
contiguous reaches of riparian habitat with both trees and shrubs. (Although not part of the
restoration, existing riverine habitat may effectively result in habitat continuity among some
reaches.).

Only Alternative 20 would meet this criteria. Alternative 20 (including Alternative 16) includes
additional major restoration areas, along with a number of smaller areas. While the report does
not provide specific data on the type of vegetation to be restored in these, illustrations suggest a
combination of both shrubs and trees.

3. Restore a minimum of one habitat node with a minimum width of 250 meters (820 feet) to
support high frequencies of the Federally endangered least Bell's vireo

Discussion

The Report states: “A riparian strand with a width greater than 250 meters can only be
achieved at the Piggyback Yard site, where these river adjacent parcels can support larger
scale restoration and sustain enough riparian habitat to support high frequencies of least Bell's
vireo.” The Piggyback Yard restoration in Alternative 13 is isolated from the river, with a
hydrologic connection, if any, through culverts. Thus, the habitat created at the Piggyback Yard
by Alternative 13 while Riparian in nature, does not involve a riparian strand, which generally
means a shoreline or river bank. A riparian strand is only created by breaking out the concrete
in the 250 meter stretch. This is only achieved by Alternatives 16 and 20.
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Thus, by the standard set in the Report, alternative 13 does not meet this criteria. Note also
that the Report says this is important for other bird species, not just the least Bell's vireo.
[Report, p. 2-2]

4. There are two criteria for hydrology which are closely related and which have inadequate
minimum criteria:

Restoration of natural channel geomorphology in at least one concrete reach support
refugia [sic] for native fish including the Federally threatened Santa Ana sucker.

Expand River hydrology into at least one large, contiguous river adjacent area within the
study area that promotes natural hydrologic connections to the floodplain and overbank
areas.

Connect river hydrologically (with assistance through culverts or naturally) to overbank
with at least one such connection per reach

Discussion:

The overarching objective here is to provide “a more natural hydrologic and hydraulic regime”.
This is important, not just for habitat, but for overall appearance of the restoration and the
ultimate appeal of the restoration reach to the public. The Report emphasizes that hydrologic
restoration is extremely important [Report Section 2.1.3] Among the humerous points the
Report makes to emphasize the importance of hydraulic restoration:

Ecosystems are completely dependent on hydrology; the hydrologic patterns are integral
to this dynamic physical environment [and] hydrology provides connectivity between
ecosystems that is critical to regional ecological functioning

The natural hydrologic pattern is important for maintaining the form of the channel and
floodplain, habitat diversity, ecosystem productivity, and biodiversity, and supporting
aguatic processes such as exchange of sediment, nutrients, and energy between the
river and floodplain.

Maintaining ecological and evolutionary processes includes natural disturbance regimes,
hydrologic processes, nutrient recycling and biotic interactions which can only be
achieved with reconnection of the river to its floodplain.

Reconnection of the river to the floodplain increases the flood carrying capacity of the
river, restore a dynamic floodplain and supports diverse riparian and in stream are more
beneficial to flood risk management.

These important attributes cannot be reconciled with decision criteria which specify that only
one such occurrence in the study area is adequate. Alternative 13 is said to meet these criteria
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by some channel widening in Reach 6 (24 feet), and significant widening (544 feet) in Reach 6,
and Reach 7 (Arroyo Seco). However, hydrologic restoration is not significantly enhanced
unless Alternatives 16 and 20 are included. These would add the only significant changes in
the upstream reaches (2 and 3), and Reach 5. Major channel restoration occurs only with
addition of channel widening in the Piggyback Yard (500 feet) and elsewhere in Reach 8 (1,000
feet).

The same conclusion results with respect to expansion of river hydrology, and hydrologic
connections. With the exception of one minimal connection in Reach 4 and one in Reach 3, El
essentially a stream daylighting under the 134 Freeway, Alternative 13 again relies primarily on
the Taylor Yard area to meet this criteria. Upstream and downstream opportunities are
underplayed until Alternatives 16 and 20, which would vastly increase hydrologic connectivity
and river expansion in both upstream and downstream reaches, and be in accord with the
stated objectives of the Report.

While these comments should not be taken in any way to diminish the importance of the Taylor
Yard and Arroyo Seco restoration, the emphasis on only these two sites means that hydrologic
restoration in the remaining reaches of the ARBOR study area is minimal to nonexistent,

5. Restore riparian and wetland aquatic wildlife habitat at tributary confluences to create
habitat connectivity to similar upstream habitats on the tributaries with ultimate nodal
connection to the aquatic habitats in the San Gabriel and Verdugo Mountains (at least one
major tributary connection should be restored.)

Discussion:

The single major tributary connection in Alternative 13 at the Arroyo Seco is inadequate based
on the Report’s finding that the Verdugo Wash restoration provides, a connection that
historically supported a habitat corridor for movement of wildlife and finds that: “Urbanization
has eliminated this habitat corridor, and without restoration of the confluence at Verdugo Wash
reconnection of the river to the Verdugo Mountains could not be realized. Restoration at the
Verdugo Wash confluence would restore the opportunity for passage to the Verdugo Mountains,
a 26 square mile area serving as a 19 stepping stone to the western San Gabriel Mountains.”
[Report p. 6.27; Figure 6-12, emphasis added] This directly contradicts the Report’s finding
that Alternative 13 would provide adequate connectivity to the Verdugo Mountains.

This also shows the inadequacy of the arbitrary criteria of restoring “at least one” such area.
Only the Arroyo Seco can provide access to the San Gabriel Mountains, and only the Verdugo
Wash can provide access to the Verdugo Mountains (absent a serious stretch of the
imagination).

In addition, the Report states that connectivity to Elysian Park is an important element of
connectivity. The Report in numerous spots mentions the importance of connectivity to the
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habitat in the Elysian Hills. It is in fact a major planning objective of the study (See Criteria 2):
“Increase habitat connectivity between the river and the historic floodplain, and increase nodal
connectivity for wildlife between restored habitat patches and nearby significant ecological
zones such as the Santa Monica Mountains, Verdugo Hills, Elysian Hills, and San Gabriel
Mountains within the ARBOR reach throughout the period of analysis.” [Page xxiii; see also
discussion at pp.4-3, 4-55, 6-3, 6-27]

Alternative 13 fails to meet this planning objective. Connectivity to the 575 acre habitat of
Elysian Park is only achieved through Alternative 20 via connection of the river to the Cornfields
site. The hills of Elysian Park via the Cornfields is the closest large habitat area to the River,
and present a unique opportunity to reestablish pre-channelization habitat in a highly urbanized
area close to downtown Los Angeles. Connectivity of Elysian Park to other major mountain
habitats, such as the Santa Monica Mountains, through the restored river will provide the
opportunity to bring new species to Elysian Park and greatly enhance the urban experience.

6. There are closely related criteria for habitat connectivity within the study area itself:

Lengthen the extent of contiguous vegetated pathways for reptile and small/medium
mammal movement (currently limited to Reaches 4 to 6), to achieve upstream and/or
downstream connections to at least one additional tributary or habitat area that is currently
isolated from the soft-bottom reach.

Reconnect natural hydrology between the river and at least one main tributary to support
regional habitat connectivity to nearby significant ecological areas.

The Report also sets out an “ideal” criteria, is to “[p]rovide habitat connectivity (via
contiguous or near-contiguous vegetated movement pathways) between all of the reaches
within the study area.

Discussion:

Considering these criteria, full habitat connectivity within the study area is essential. The Report
states the full connectivity among all 8 reaches is achieved by Alternative 13 [Report Table 6-3].
However, this finding is not supported by the connectivity map for Alternative 13 [Report Figure
6-5] Connectivity gaps appear to exist in reaches 1-3 and 7-8. Alternative 20 appears to close
these gaps with the possible exception of a small gap in Reach 2.

The Report also discusses the importance of connectivity, not only to major tributaries, but to
“other smaller tributaries” [Report, pp. 4-5] Alternative 13 basically provides for a single
tributary connection, leading to the question that if tributary connections are so important, how is
that a single connection (Arroyo Seco) is sufficient? There appear to be a number of missed
opportunities to reconnect with historic tributaries, for example Golf Creek which is a major
drainage to the River from Griffith Park. While we understand that it is not be feasible to
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connect with each tributary, connection with smaller tributaries such as existed in the Piggyback
Yard is the only way to satisfy criteria.

Alternative 20 adds both Piggyback Yard and Verdugo Wash. But it's important to consider that
historically there were many more smaller tributaries in the study area. It appears that stream
daylighting in the vicinity of Ferraro Fields and Taylor Yard will possibly open additional smaller
tributaries, (although this is not mentioned in the analysis in Chapter 6 [Table 6-3]) Given this
context, the restoring hydraulic connectivity to support habitat connectivity through only one
historic tributary is inadequate and fails to meet the Corp’s own criteria. Maximum feasible
habitat connectivity within the study area is essential to meet the study objectives

[I. Considering Only Immediate Habitat Improvements Seriously Underweights
The Benefits of Alternative 20 In The Incremental Cost Analysis.

The principal basis for rejection of Alternatives 16 and 20 as stated in the Report rests on
analysis showing that the incremental costs of these two options are significantly higher than for
Alternative 13. Referring to Alternative 20: “It is the most expensive of the four final alternatives
and is substantially less efficient than Alt 13 ACE due to a significantly higher incremental cost
per gain in output (HUs).” The problem with this conclusion is that in measuring the benefits of
the alternatives, the Corps used a methodology that, as stated in the Report, is incomplete. It
captures quantitatively only specific habitat values for smaller animal species, which through a
complex process are converted to the quantitative measure of Habitat Units. (HU). These
values are laid out in Appendix G, and appear to be based almost exclusively on the types of
vegetation, i.e., HUs equal primarily the post restoration vegetative environment of shrubs and
trees.

There is, of course, much more required to sustain wildlife habitat than just vegetation, and
there are substantially more benefits from restoration than just the resulting plant life habitat. If
in addition to the habitat values captured by the model, these additional benefits are adequately
considered in the final decision, it will be apparent that the incremental benefits of Alternative 20
will be much higher relative to its additional costs, supporting Alternative 20 as the preferred
alternative plan for going forward. l.e., FOLAR submits that, as discussed in more detail below,
when these other restoration benefits are fully considered, the incremental benefits of
Alternative 20 are approximately the same as Alternative 13, making both alternatives about
equally efficient

It is also important to note that the incremental cost analysis looks at the gross acreage of the
project under the three alternatives, with 16 and 20 being only somewhat higher than 13, thus
making the per acreage incremental costs of these appear much higher We are unable to
ascertain from the Report exactly how these acreages were calculated, but regardless we
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believe that it is more appropriate to give substantially more weight to the large habitat nodes as
explained in Section IV of these comments. This is a more meaningful way to examine the
comparative or incremental costs because these larger nodes:

e Provide larger areas of sustainable habitat;

¢ Require breaking out of concrete with greatly improved hydrology and hydraulics;
e Greatly enhance connectivity both with the ARBOR area and to critical outside habitats;
¢ Allow greatly enhanced human interaction with the river;

o Allow for much greater groundwater interface and stormwater treatment;
¢ Come closest to reproducing the original appearance of the river.

Table 4, page 21, show that Alternative 20 results in roughly three times the area of large nodes
than Alternative 13, with consequent benefit to each of these considerations.

A. Limitations Of The CHAP Model

FoLAR acknowledges the difficulty of quantifying environmental benefits. an area of
environmental science and technology which has been evolving for many years. The Corps
elected to use the CHAP model, discussed in detail in Appendix G. CHAP appears to be
professionally accepted and quite comprehensive in evaluating the wildlife habitat, primarily the
vegetation, immediate to a particular site or “polygon” on a site-specific basis, but does not
capture a number of important ecosystems and other environmental values, particularly in an
urban environment such as Los Angeles.

Our major concern is that the value of the ecosystem restoration appears to have been
determined solely using the CHAP model. The Report itself recognizes that CHAP is not
designed to capture other important ecosystem benefits, pointing out that the model does not
capture values for restoring wildlife connectivity (one of the 3 main objectives of the study)
Likewise, it does not capture values for restoring hydrologic connectivity, critical to achieving
resilient and sustainable ecosystem restoration, does not properly consider the richness of this
biodiversity hotspot, the rarity of the region’s Mediterranean climate, nor the intense habitat
destruction and overdevelopment in the second-largest city in the United States.

Further, the model appears not to capture ecosystem values for such key items as surface
water quality improvements, stormwater runoff treatment, improved groundwater infiltration to
enhance water supply, air quality improvements, carbon capture, and the extensive
improvements to the human environment. These are values that were essentially eliminated
when the Los Angeles River was channelized, and must be considered in reaching a decision
on a meaningful ecological restoration alternative. Pre-channelization values can be and need
to be recreated.

Considering these limitations in the model, while the document compares the alternatives, we
did not find evidence to support selection of Alternative 13 over Alternative 20 except the
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incremental cost differential. This points to an inherent shortcoming in using CHAP as the tool
on which to base a decision. In fact, as detailed below, we find much evidence in the document
that supports selection of Alternative 20 when considering the other benefits that are not
captured in the CHAP model.

Under the Corps’ own guidance, the fact that CHAP does not quantify these other important
values is not an acceptable reason for not considering them when reaching a decision as to the
preferred alternative. The report states that “Corps guidance requires that the ecosystem
related benefits of proposed alternatives be subjected to detailed economic analysis, allowing
an explicit comparison of the costs and benefits associated with the alternatives. Comparing the
alternatives in this manner facilitates the determination of the most cost-effective restoration
alternative that meets restoration goals (USACE 2000)". [Appendix G, pp. 10-11, emphasis
added]” This guidance does not limit the decision to just vegetative improvements in habitat,
but implies that all ecosystem benefits should be considered.

B. Other Environmental Values Which Should Be Considered

The following discusses other significant ecosystem benefits which will result from the proposed
restoration. FOLAR understands that there is no single quantitative model which incorporates
these. However, there are means of weighing these values which can be employed by the
Corps in making its decision as to the preferred alternative. Virtually every major decision
affecting the environment requires an evaluation of this type, made by one means or another.

This frequently requires subjective judgments by experts as to the importance of different
factors. Even a model as sophisticated as CHAP relies heavily on giving weight to factors which
are difficult or impossible to quantify. CHAP required subjective judgments by both the
scientists designing the model, and the scientists in the field when evaluating individual field
factors in the 172 polygons, translating these judgments into numerical values or weights.

Thus, we believe it is possible and important to have a process which gives weight to the
various benefits not captured by CHAP. To illustrate this, and to show the effect of weighing
other factors on the incremental cost benefit analysis, we have prepared Table 2 and a brief
discussion of each of the ecological improvements which we believe must be considered. We
have done this by

(1) assigning a percentage weight to each unquantified value relative to the total average
annual habitat units. We have used the term “units” for these additional values For
example, we have assumed that habitat connectivity has roughly 40% the importance of
the vegetative habitat itself, thus creating a “connectivity value” in Alternative 13 of 1,948
“connectivity units.”

(2) Then to reach a value for Alternative 20, we have assumed based on the Report that this
alternative provides roughly three times as much connectivity as Alternative 13, yielding
7,082 "habitat connectivity units” for Alternative 20.
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Each of the additional values was considered as follow. To arrive at these, we have used
discussion in the Report, input from other public responses, and information provided by experts
consulted for these comments.

1. Habitat (Wildlife) Connectivity:

This is one of the three principal objectives of the ARBOR restoration, and is discussed in detalil
in Section Ill of these comments. Habitat restoration in the absence of reasonable connectivity
among the restored units and between restored units and other habitats, such as the Verdugo
Hills and San Gabriel Mountains, will render the ARBOR project significantly less meaningful.
Thus we have assumed that connectivity should be valued at 40% of the base HU's.

Our determination that the enormous befits of connectivity were not valued or weighted in the
model is verified in Section 6.3 Objectives Comparison of Alternative Plans, page 6-8 and in
Appendix G: Habitat Evaluation (CHAP), page 61, Section 9.0, the last paragraph, which
recognizes the “Additional benefits not captured in CHAP were used to evaluate and compare
the final array of alternatives. These benefits include hydrologic connectivity to support biotic
and abiotic functions, and nodal connectivity to support wildlife movement and dispersal. An
assessment of these benefits is applied outside of the CHAP analysis as part of the
environmental impact analysis.”

Based on the discussion and maps in Section 4 [pp. 4-42 et seq.] Alternative 16 adds limited
connectivity, primarily by river bank modifications and addition of several restored strips.
Alternative 20 adds major connectivity through Verdugo Wash, Cornfields to Elysian Park,
enhanced in-river connectivity, and improved Piggyback Yard connectivity. We have assigned a
wildlife connectivity weight of 1.6 to Alternative 16, and 4.5 to Alternative 20.

2. Hydraulics and Hydrology

This category encompasses hydraulic connectivity, principally between the large restoration
nodes and the river, groundwater interface for restoration nodes, river expansion and widening,
and achieving a more natural appearance. The Report discusses this as an important element
of restoration. Report Section 2.1.3] Without significant hydrological improvements, the
restoration will be less effective and the appearance of the river will not be as desirable to the
community and to river users. Thus we have assumed that hydraulics and hydrology should be
valued at 20% of the base HU's.

Specific aquatic connectivity increases are discussed in Report Tables 6-2 and 6-3 and related
text as pertains to restoration nodes. Expansion of restoration nodes with related hydraulic
expansion and connectivity occurs somewhat in Alternative 16, and is substantially greater is
great in Alternative 20. The same applies to river widening. We have assigned a hydraulics
and hydrology weight of 1.5 to Alternative 16, and 3.0 to Alternative 20.
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3. _Water Quality.

The Report highlights that improved surface and ground water quality are important results of
restoration, a highly desirable environmental benefit. The introductory letter to the Report states
that restoration “reduces flow velocities, increases infiltration, improves natural sediment
processes, and improves water quality”. However, there is little if any discussion of water
guality specific improvements by alternative, nor does it appear to be a factor which was
weighed in selecting the appropriate alternative. The Report only states that water quality
benefits are “ancillary” and thus not considered. [Report P. 2-20]

Maintaining enhanced water quality is in fact highly important to sustain habitat. The report
discusses in some detail the Los Angeles regional Water Quality Control Board’s program for
establishing pollutant levels and regulations through Total Maximum Daily Load [TMDL'’s] for the
river and other related water quality regulations. In addition, to the extent groundwater
infiltration is enhanced in both quantity and quality, the, project lead to greater quantities of
groundwater available for public use.

While we understand the difficulty in quantifying these improvements, we believe they must
be considered in evaluating the beneficial value of each alternative. Thus we have assumed
that hydrology and hydraulics should be valued at 15% of the base HU's.

Both surface water quality improvements, such as reduced sedimentation and possible
other pollutant reduction, will result from the ARBOR project. Improvements also will be
expected to ground water quality. These are to a great extent dependent upon establishing
large habitat nodes consisting primarily of wetlands, i.e., the increase will be proportional to
the amount of wetlands created in new nodes, vegetative interface with surface water flows
in these areas, and the ability of these restored areas to capture and infiltrate storm water.
We have assigned water quality a weight of 1.3 to Alternative 16, and 2.8 to Alternative 20.

4. Species Diversity and Large Mammals.

The CHAP model excludes the habitat benefits related to large mammals and extirpated
species. lItis limited specifically to resident and migratory birds, including raptors, reptiles,
amphibians, small mammals and fish [Appendix G, pp. 12-13]. Recent work as part of the
Griffith Natural History Survey study [See P. 17] has found that the river is also important for
larger mammals such as mule deer, coyotes, bobcats and possibly mountain lions.

Other than a list of federally and state endangered species in one of the appendices, the Report
presents no analysis of dozens of species that once occurred in the ARBOR area, or more
widely along the river, whose populations could be restored by various alternatives, including
California Native Plant Society rare plants, California Species of Special Concern, or other lists
normally used in environmental review. It is possible that such a reintroduction could only occur
at the largest, most hydrologically connected patches of restored habitat, such as those
envisioned in Alternative 20.
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The same applies to extirpated birds —the Federally Endangered least Bell's vireo is mentioned
repeatedly, but no information is provided as to where it is still persisting along the river, what
local habitat requirements it might have within the watershed, nor where individuals have been
observed attempting to set up territories along the river. Similarly, the western pond turtle
(California Species of Special Concern), persists in remarkably urban areas, but which has been
eliminated from the entire lowland portion of the river. Thus we have assumed that species
diversity and large mammals should be valued at 10% of the base HU’s.

A combination of large patch size and retained hydrological connectivity, such as provided only
in Alternative 20, would provide an additional major benefit for large mammals and species
diversity. We have assigned these a weight of 1.5 for Alternative 16, and 3.0 for Alternative 20.

5. Air Quality

The Report addresses air quality primarily as a consequence of project construction and
operation, but does not count air quality improvements among the objectives and benefits of the
project. The problem of greenhouse gasses, particularly carbon dioxide, is a matter of great
public policy concern, and to the extent that greenhouse gas reduction is a benefit of
restoration, it should be considered in the final decision. Considering the difficulty in measuring
these improvements, we have valued air quality improvement at 5% of the base HU's.

Carbon capture is well understood to result from increases in the amount of vegetation in any
given area, and benefits will be proportional to the amount of vegetation added by each
alternative. Because there is no calculation of this in the Report, we are assuming that
potential carbon absorption through an increases in plant life in the ARBOR area to a
substantial extent will be proportional to the large habitat nodes, and have assigned water
quality a weight of 1.2 to Alternative 16, and 23.8 to Alternative 20

6. Human Environment

While also difficult to quantify, the benefits of restoration to the human environment from the
ARBOR project nevertheless should be considered in the final decision. These benefits are
detailed in Section V of these comments. The essential point is that in a dense urban area
such as the ARBOR study area reaches of the river, the human environment cannot be ignored
in a restoration decision. The people living in the vicinity of the river and those using the river
and otherwise benefiting from, are an integral part of the riverine environment.

Prior to channelization, the river was essentially open to public uses and was easy to access,
i.e., the human environment was an integral part of the river ecology. The river and its floodplain
represented a major area of open space for its entire 51 mile length. With channelization, what
was left of the river was fenced off from the public except a small segment in the Sepulveda
Basin. Since then, the city with many varied communities has grown immensely, crowding up
against the river in many locations. During this same period, open space has steadily
diminished.
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The report does consider the benefits from enhanced recreation, which are more quantifiable
that other human benefits. However, it does not appear that recreational benefits were
incorporated into the incremental cost benefit analysis. Considering this, in our analysis we
have assumed that improvements to the human environment from restoration should be valued
at 20% of the base HU's.

We also have assumed that the human benefits are roughly in proportional to the extent of large
node restoration, as these will provide the greatest opportunities for involving people with the
river, and the greatest aesthetic benefits, and the most concentrated improvements to air and
water quality. For example, the benefits of the Piggyback Yard to an open space-starved area
like downtown and east Los Angeles are probably greater than they are in Griffith Park. We
have assigned the human environment a weight of 1.5 to Alternative 16, and 3.0 to Alternative
20, representing the approximate level of restoration.

TABLE 1
Unit
Value As
% Alt 16 Alt 20
Increase Multiplie Multiplie
of HU Alt. 13 | r (To Alt. Alt. 16 | r (to Alt Alt. 20
Ecological Benefit Base Units 13) Units 13) Units
Total Average Habitat
Units (HU Base) (Source:
Table ES-1) 5,902 6,509 6,782
Habitat Connectivity Units 40% 2,361 1.6 3,777 4.0 9,443
Hydrology/Hydraulics
Units 20% 1,180 15 1,771 3.0 3,541
Water Quality Units 15% 885 1.3 1,151 3.0 2,656
Large Mammals/Species
Diversity 10% 590 15 885 3.0 1,771
Air Quality Units 5% 295 1.2 354 2.5 738
Human Environment Units 20% 1,180 15 1,771 3.0 3,541
TOTAL UNITS 12,394 16,218 28,472
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To illustrate how this affects the incremental costs of Alternatives 13, 16 and 20 , we have used
a simple comparison of the total units with the total cost of each alternative as used in the
Report [Table ES-1]

TABLE 2
Alt. 13 Alt 16 Alt 20
Total Units 12,394 16,218 28,471.9
Cost $442,000,000 | $757,000,000 | $1,040,000,000
Cost/Unit $35,662 $46,677 $36,527

Thus, Alternative 13 approximately equal in efficiency in this illustration. We understand there
can be disagreement as to exact details and factors used in the illustrative case we've
presented above. We have been reasonably conservative in our assumptions; however even
adjusting the assumptions to be more conservative still results in an incremental cost of option
20 that is much lower than projected in the Report and reasonable close to Alternative 13.
Option 13 certainly is by no means twice as efficient (or one-half the incremental cost per unit)
as determined by the Report._In light of this, we submit that Alternative 20 should not be
rejected on inefficiency based on incremental costs.

[Il. The High Value Of Connectivity

The key paragraphs supporting the selection of the more robust connectivity in Alternative 20
state:

“Generally, nodes have a greater overall interaction when they are larger and closer
together (Linehan et al 1995). Well-connected systems prevent inbreeding depression and
disease, and have a lower extinction rate as populations can more easily colonize if they are
highly connected (Noss 1983; Schippers et al 1996). Without connections between habitat
areas, isolation and loss of genetic diversity is imminent (Hobbs & Saunders 1990).”

“In order to benefit the biological integrity of a landscape, corridors should be restored to
allow for dispersal between habitat areas. More corridors equal more routes to suitable
habitat, creating more opportunities for dispersal. A complex network of nodes and
corridors is therefore critical to restoration in an urban environment, as suitable habitat often
remains unused if isolated (Hanski & Thomas 1994).”

A. Importance.

A well-balanced ecosystem needs these mountainous connections to be sustainable genetically
and in terms of food, cover, refuge, and territories for the flora and fauna that once thrived in
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and along the Los Angeles River. Connectivity greatly influences the distribution of species on
the landscape, the distribution of a single species, and the distribution of genetics or gene flow.
Discontinuous pieces or nodes of habitat change the organisms and their relationships,
especially in the food chain. The connectivity to other large expanses of habitat ensures
ecological resiliency and long term sustainability. It is precisely these types of historic
connections and corridors provided in Alternative 20 that could enable the reintroduction of
Steelhead and other native species into and adjacent to the river by restoring the historic
aguatic habitat that once existed in this area.

Improving the habitat and the connections to the river, particularly transitions to large open
space areas is important. Habitats on both sides of the river, tributaries, and other expanses of
land create corridors that mammals, birds, reptiles, and other species heavily utilize. Medium
and large mammals cross the Los Angeles River and are monitored in studies by the Los
Angeles Natural History Museum. The habitats, substrate, and hydrology in those corridors play
important roles in the connections these animals use.

Since 2011, the Griffith Park Natural History Survey has been conducting research into wildlife
usage in and out of Griffith Park, including into the Los Angeles River channel in the ARBOR
area. The results of this research have been presented in numerous articles and at lectures
over the past two years, and have been posted on the Friends of Griffith Park website for many
months. In it, the study documents mule deer, bobcat and coyote using tunnels, culverts and
bridges to move into and/or over the Los Angeles River channel adjacent to Griffith Park. These
were not cited or discussed in the report. °

B. Specific Areas With High Connectivity Importance

1. Verdugo Wash. The Verdugo Wash confluence with the river is arguably the most
critical movement area for wildlife between Griffith Park and the Verdugo/San Gabriel
Mountains via the Los Angeles River. Restoration there would have a major, landscape-level
influence over wildlife populations in both areas by restoring historical gene flow between the
two areas with respect to both common species and scarce species. The Verdugo Wash
tributary to the Los Angeles River northeast of Griffith Park connects both of these waterways
to the San Rafael Hills and the Verdugo Mountains. The river corridor to the mountains
provides life-supporting connections for the animals in the ecosystem. During times of
biological stress caused by urbanization, fires, floods, and climate change, the survivability of
plant and animal life and sustainability of the ecosystem depends on the large expansive
connections of the rivers and mountains. The benefit of connectivity of the Verdugo Wash to
the mountains is a critical component of any ecosystem plan and must be included in the
Federal project.

5 http://www.friendsofgriffithpark.org/GPNHS/Griffith.htm
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2. Piggyback Yard. The Piggyback Yard, with a restored river connection, would serve as
a habitat anchor for species moving south along the river, where currently it is a “dead end”
with a barren cement channel south of I-5. Since Piggyback is so isolated by industrial
development, there is something of a “water in the desert” effect for any restoration action
there, which could be weighted higher than simply augmented existing habitat areas.

The Piggyback Yard is important in the ecosystem restoration because it connects the Los
Angeles River with over 100 acres of open space by removing concrete from the channel and
replacing it with terracing and new riparian habitat in a highly urbanized area of the City.
Alternative 20 removes the concrete channel wall retained in Alternative 13. Without removal of
the wall the Piggyback Yard is limited in use to only birds or creatures that can fly. The value to
the ecosystem is again the biodiversity created and the ability of species to find refuge in
biologically stressed situations. Piggyback Yard is therefore extremely important to sound
ecosystem restoration.

Beyond just connectivity, The Piggyback Yard is an excellent example of the improved quality of
habitat created through Alternative 20 versus Alternative 13. Both alternatives claim the 113
acres for restoration of the Piggyback Yard. Alternative 13 does not include channel
modifications but uses the existing storm drains in the channel wall to convey flows from the
historical wash. In Alternative 20 (Page 4-58) “the historical wash would be restored through
the property with a riparian fringe as well as other side channels, and river flows would be
diverted out of the River into [the] Piggyback Yard creating a large wetland area. A railroad
trestle would be included with this alternative to allow the described restoration to occur and
allowing for the connection of the river channel and the adjacent restored areas.”

The Los Angeles River would primarily connect birds to the site because mammals, reptiles,
and other wildlife that cannot fly will not be able to scale the wall to connect to the restored
Piggyback Yard. The minimal connections through the storm drains in Alternative 13 do not
perform the same value or quality of restoration as Alternative 20. Alternative 20 removes the
concrete wall and then restores the hydrological connection in a more natural way than the
culverts through the concrete wall. Alternative 20 reintegrates the hydrology and biology from
the Piggyback Yard with the Los Angeles River.

3. Los Angeles State Historical Park. The hydrologic connection from the Cornfields site
would be restored with terracing to the Los Angeles River. Wetlands would be restored at this
site. Los Angeles State Historic Park lies at the southern terminus of a crucial zone for native
wildlife south of Griffith Park — the patches of open space extending through Franklin Hills and
Elysian Park. Restoring the river at this location would “complete the loop” here, allowing
wildlife to disperse south from Elysian Park into the river, and back to Griffith Park (or vice-
versa). [Report p. 6-27]
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The Cornfields site is another good illustration of the quality of restoration. In Alternative 13,
Reach 7, the channel wall remains in place with vegetation being planted on the top of the bank
in planter boxes. This will improve the aesthetics, but will not improve the habitat and wildlife
value much, nor support connectivity. Whereas in Alternative 20, the wall is removed and
replaced with terracing, freshwater marsh or wetlands are restored and connected under a
railroad trestle to the main channel of the Los Angeles River. This reconfiguration costs more
and results in a far greater quality of habitat than Alternative 13. Higher valued habitats are
achieved because of the restored hydrologic connection and the redesign of the habitat
connections through terracing and streams. Thus, both the quantity and quality of restoration is
greatly enhanced in Alternative 20.

Summary

Alternative 20 provides the greatest connectivity of the final four plans. Alternative 20 adds
205% connectedness in the Study Area over Alternative 13. The restoration of a more natural
connection to Verdugo Wash substantially enhances the benefits of the ecosystem restoration
by providing connectivity for wildlife and plants into the historic floodplain of the Verdugo Wash
and into the Los Feliz Golf Course, the Verdugo Mountains, and the San Gabriel Mountains.

As stated in of the Report: [p. 6-2

“Restoration of the Verdugo Wash confluence would also provide [a] 34 acre habitat node
in the Study Area, with connectivity to the Los Feliz Golf Course via existing habitat in the
Glendale Narrows (Figure 6-11) and connectivity through the downstream reaches...
[and], ...in addition to the regional connectivity in Alternative 13, provides a future
connection between the LA River and the Verdugo Mountains, a connection that also
historically supported a habitat corridor for movement of wildlife.

“The added restoration at the Cornfields site in Reach 7 provides a 9 acre riparian habitat
node that decreases the distance between habitat nodes in the resource poor downtown
area (Figure 6-11).

In Alternative 20, local habitat connectivity would increase 120% within the study area over
Alternative 16, through restoration of the natural hydrology and habitat at the Verdugo
Wash site and its connection to Taylor Yard via existing in-channel habitat in the Glendale
Narrows, as well as through restoration of hydrology and habitat at the Cornfields site,
which adds a habitat node and decreases distance between nodes in the resource poor
downtown area.”

Additional habitat in the community of San Rafael Hills could also be incorporated into the
movement corridor as a regional habitat node. Regional habitat connectivity is further
improved by restoring connections between the river and the 575-acre habitat node at
Elysian Park via restoration of the Cornfields site.”

Connections to large areas of land such as nearby mountain areas create connectivity of
habitats and species. By providing connections between habitat areas, corridors enable wildlife
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migration and breeding of plants and animals. As a general rule, the wider the corridor, the
better. Wider corridors suffer fewer impacts from adjoining land uses and have fewer edge
threats from invasive weeds and predators. Additionally, the multiple large habitat areas
provided in Alternative 20 will enable populations to survive and repopulate after disasters
impacting the mainstem of the Los Angeles River. Thus, the habitats and species will be more
resilient and self-sustaining over the life of the project.

IV. The Tentatively Selected Plan Fails To Create The Large Nodes
Essential To Adequate Restoration

A. Large Nodes Created.

There are only four large (>5-acre) nodes or patches of riparian/wetland habitat that would be
created or connected to the river under any alternative:

¢ Verdugo Wash confluence

e LAR State Park/Taylor Yards

e LA State Historic Park/Cornfields (north end)
e Piggyback Yard

We also consider that the channel widening in Alternative 20 effectively creates a new, in-
channel, habitat node.

TABLE 3
New Habitat Nodes Created with True Hydrologic Connectivity to River
(Acres)
Verdugo Taylor Arroyo Piggyback | Cornfields Widen Total
Wash Yard Seco Yard Channel (note
(note 2) 3)
Alt. 13 0 119 14 0 0 0 133
Alt 16 0 119 14 112 0 45 290
Alt 20 34 119 14 113 9 45 334
Alt 20+ 34 119 14 113 41 (note 1) 45 366

Source for Acreage of Habitat Nodes: Report, Chapter 6, Connectivity Maps

1. Assumes that with hydrologic connectivity, entire Cornfields effectively becomes habitat as per the
Report, p. 6-27 . Also, this allows connectivity to Elysian Park, 575 Acres which would not otherwise
exist.

2. New in-channel habitat

3. Table 7-1 shows a total of 588 acres restored in Alternative 13, but per Chapter 6, about 1/3 of this

Of these, three would remain unconnected to the river if Alternative 13 were chosen over 20.

would be considered “new large habitat nodes”.
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B. Benefit of Large Nodes.

Specific patch or node size requirements of common and characteristic wildlife are typically not
found in published literature, but are often well known to local experts who observe species
through years of fieldwork in a given area. Years of restoration has occurred at pocket parks
and, passively, along the channel bottom; yet, many species of native and special status wildlife
still cannot live along the river, including any native fish, most amphibians, and most riparian-
obligate birds

In the Los Angeles area, native small mammal, terrestrial bird and reptile/amphibian species
such as Audubon’s cottontail, western toad, and California Quail simply cannot move through
inhospitable habitat like the (existing) Los Angeles River channel or residential neighborhoods,
and would only be found at large nodes. (Several of these would likely require a semi-natural
flood regime as would be enabled only through bank-widening and restoration of hydrologic
connectivity).

Unfortunately, only the baseline conditions of the un-restored river were analyzed and
emphasized in the report, resulting in statements like the following, which constitutes the entire
discussion of the study area’s current and potential mammal usage:

“Because of the study area’s scarce vegetation, minimal connection to
other habitat areas, and extremely limited riparian communities, wildlife
species that are the most tolerant of human activity and the extremely
modified landscapes inhabit the study area. Common mammals include
opossum (Didelphis virginiana), black rat (Rattus rattus), raccoon
(Procyon lotor), California ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi), fox
squirrel (Sciurus niger), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), coyotes (Canis
latrans), and several species of bats (CDFW 1993).” (3-39)

An increase in habitat patch size and connectivity along the river through large habitat nodes
subject to regular natural flow — as maximized in Alternative 20 — would obviously result in a
major increase in species diversity beyond the other Alternatives proposed; but without any
current species data presented from the area or reviewed, it appears this was never quantified.

Most robust habitat restoration plans include a discussion of indicator (or target/focal) species.
This is essential for project evaluation and success. Indicator species along the Los Angeles
River include those that are currently dependent on certain riparian/wetland habitats that would
expand their ranges variously with the different restoration Alternatives. Some analysis was
suggested in the Report:

“Within 5-10 years of construction, restore and maintain dense, structurally
diverse riparian habitat sufficient to maintain survival and reproductive needs of
wildlife. Restore a minimum of one habitat node with a minimum width of 250
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meters (820 feet) to support high frequencies of the Federally endangered least
Bell's vireo (Kus 2002).” (Report p. 4-4)

However, the thresholds were so low (e.g., “a minimum of one habitat node”) as to
negate the potential benefit of expanding multiple restoration areas under various
alternatives — at times, despite the same report’s own claims in different sections of the
same report:

“The project would restore large nodes of riparian habitat that would support the
Federally endangered least Bell's vireo...Restoration of large nodes of riparian
habitat could also support yellow breasted chat and yellow warbler (State
Species of Concern).” (2-3)

Undoubtedly, “nodes” are better than “node”, particularly to the rare native species the plan
intends to support. Yet, the relative value of two plans that restore (through hydrological
connectivity) four versus one node of such habitat, to various target species, appears to have
not been quantified the CHAP process.

C. Large Nodes and Hydraulic Connectivity

Alternative 20 is the only alternative that allows for river water to directly wash over and
“passively restore” three of the four large blocks or nodes of open space proposed for
restoration: Verdugo Wash confluence, Los Angeles State Historic Park, and Piggyback Yard.

The report’s own wording appear to strongly make the case for capturing and elevating the
importance of hydrologic connectivity:

“Maintaining ecological and evolutionary processes includes natural disturbance
regimes, hydrologic processes, nutrient recycling and biotic interactions (EPA
1999). This can only be achieved with reconnection of the river to its
floodplain...Biogeochemical interactions between the river and terrestrial sources
are not as vital to riparian systems as overbank flow from floodplain connections
(Hein 2003)...The larger sites are more beneficial to flood risk management.
Without channel widening in the proposed locations...opportunities to restore a
comprehensive, sustainable ecosystem would be limited.” [Report Section 2.1.3]
Emphasis added]

Portions of the plan recognize the critical need to maximize the ability for water to flow overland
at multiple points along the river channel — that is, to restore hydrological connectivity from the
river into upland areas by removing areas of concrete. Yet, the value in having this occur at
multiple locations seems to have been lost in the analysis.

D. Importance for Wildlife.

The Integrated Feasibility and EIS/EIR does not cite important local studies authored by highly
respected biologists and others. The Feasibility Study concludes that few Federally-listed
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species are found in the Los Angeles River area. No State species of concern are listed.
However, it is important to examine the species whose range is biogeographically in the
surrounding areas, mountains, and tributaries. These will all benefit from the creation of large
habitat nodes on the river. Habitat loss and fragmentation lead to a breakdown in ecological
processes such as wildlife migration, seed dispersal, pollination of plants, and other natural
functions that are essential for ecosystem health.

The result is decline in biodiversity (biological diversity) and local extinction of sensitive species.
Habitats should be created and managed to enable the reintroduction of the native species that
once inhabited the Los Angeles River basin. The studies show there are many species that are
progressively “blinking out” or being extirpated from the LA River system because
channelization and urbanization have diminished their habitat so dramatically over the last 50
years. The Corps has the opportunity now to lead the way to substantial and meaningful
restoration for many of these species by implementing Alternative 20.

The Natural History Museum is currently conducting a biodiversity study along the Los Angeles
River near the downtown and Griffith Park area. This 3-year study will perform continuous
sampling of multiple variants on a weekly basis for 30 stations. The study will address the
biodiversity along the river in an urbanized environment. The NHM study will provide baseline
conditions with which to compare biodiversity along the river with the implementation of
Alternative 20.

V. Restoration Benefits To The Human Environment
Must be given Substantial Weight

The effectiveness of an urban ecosystem restoration project should not rely solely on the cost
effectiveness of the creation of habitat units, but must also consider its relationships to the
people and communities it serves.

A. System of Accounts

Congress in the 1970 Flood Control Act identified four equal national accounts for use in water
resources development planning - national economic development (NED); regional economic
development (RED); environmental quality (EQ); and social well-being (OSE), other social
effects). As the report states,

“The four categories, known as the System of Accounts as suggested by the U.S. Water
Resources Council, address long-term impacts and are defined in such a manner that each
proposed plan can be easily compared to the No Action plan and other alternatives. Collectively,
the four accounts are required to include all significant effects of a plan on the human
environment” (Page 6-31).
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The selection process of Alternative 13 over Alternative 20 does not appear to have given
proper significance to all the categories of the System of Accounts — specifically, the RED and
OSE accounts — especially with regards to “effects of a plan on the human environment.” The
measurement of the effectiveness of an urban ecosystem restoration plan is not just habitat
units. The measurement must include its interaction with the people and communities it will
serve now and into the future.

B. Demographic Factors and Jobs.

Appendix B: Economics of the report indicates that nearly 129,000 residents live within a half
mile of the footprint of Alternative 20 — considerably higher than Alternative 13 given its lesser
size (Page 14). Specific to Alternative 20 is its ecosystem restoration development in
connection with the Los Angeles State Historic Park, an area referred to as Chinatown-
Cornfields. This general area, south of the SR-110 freeway, has nearly 26,000 residents that
are not particularly served by Alternative 13. According to Table 3-4 of the appendix the overall
poverty rate of this area is 22 percent. Further, Table 3-1 indicates this population is a minority
population with it being 92 percent non-white. As common in an urban area of low
income/minority population the availability of parks is scarce. This area covered by City Council
District 1 ranks 9" out of the city’s 15 districts with less than 5 acres of parkland per 1,000

residents (Page 106). Alternative 13 does little to address the concerns of this area.

The selection of Alternative 13 looks to have not fully recognized the difference with Alternative
20 on a RED basis. Table 6-8 of the report indicates that the construction period of Alternative
20 would produce 9,001 jobs with wages of over $500 million in comparison to Alternative 13
with its 1,986 jobs and $114 million in wages. But these numbers are only for construction.

Ecosystem restoration provides the “seed capital” for revitalization. The RED analysis of
Appendix B shows Alternative 20 would spur redevelopment creating over 5,000 jobs with
wages in excess of $336 million over the long-term as compared to Alternative 13 with nearly
1,300 jobs and $85 million in wages (Appendix B, Table 8-49).

Along with this redevelopment come permanent jobs. Businesses and houses that are
constructed are not intended to be vacant. Appendix B, Table 8-53 displays the difference
between Alternative 13 and Alternative 20 on an average annual basis over the life of the
project. Alternative 20 is estimated to have 1,464 permanent jobs (nearly 1,100 more than
Alternative 13) with wages of $83 million (a wage differential of $62 million over Alternative 13)
on average for each year of the analysis. Of additional significance to these numbers is where
the majority of the difference comes. Tables 8-43 thru 8-46 of Appendix B reveal the
Chinatown-Cornfields area as the primary source for Alternative 20’s greater impacts. Potential
long-term economic improvements in this challenged area should be considered when
comparing Alternative 20 to Alternative 13.
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Table 4

Redevelopment Long-Term Average Annual Impacts

Alternative 20 Alternative 13
Jobs 1,464 370
Labor Income $83,046,000 $20,990,000

C. Health and Social Benefits

Appendix B reports:

“In a recent Environmental Science and Technology article the authors report that there is
evidence that urban residents living in greener environments may be significantly healthier than
those living in environments with less green space, and the presence of water may create even
greater health improvements. Most notably for low-income and minority residents, inequitable
urban development and the privatization of natural amenities has contributed to environmental
injustices in the distribution of green space and water features. Collectively, this can cause
disparities in health-related behaviors and obesity.” (B-95)

As documented in Appendix B, the CCPHA found the total annual estimated cost to California

for overweight, obesity and physical inactivity was $41.2 billion with $20.2 billion of this amount
attributable to physical inactivity. (B-97) The appendix also indicates in Figure 9.5 that obesity
for minority children as compared to whites can be 70 percent higher for Hispanics and nearly

50% for African Americans.

The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention supports the goal of creating or enhancing
access to places for physical activity, the enhancing physical education and activity in schools,
and supports urban design, land use policies to encourage physical activity. The additional and
upgraded ecosystem restoration features of Alternative 20 should be considered, especially as
there is nearly double the number of schools for this plan and it physical coverage also double
as to Alternative 13.

Additional trails, access points, parking areas, and bridges are included in the alternatives.
These would provide linkage and connectivity to the restoration areas as well as to existing
parks, thereby improving community cohesion. Benefits would be seen under the alternatives
and would provide a common place for residents of various socio-economic backgrounds to
recreate and interact. This would help create a sense of community and belonging. In turn,
these beneficial social effects would potentially influence the enhancement of surrounding areas
to conduct similar activities. Alternative 20 with its larger scope will produce a greater
connectivity with the people and communities of the study area.
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VI. Conclusion

Ecosystem restoration projects provide valuable quality and quantity of aquatic and riparian
systems. The selection of the final plan should be determined by using multiple factors. The
CHAP model and CE/ICA are only some of the tools that should be used in the selection
process.

A. Properly Applied Decision Criteria Support Alternative 20

The Corps set numerical decision criteria for adequacy which are artificially low and led to
selection of the "low hanging fruit" for restoration rather than a plan that truly restores the
historic values for species, habitat and people. The study narrowed its focus on an 11 mile
stretch of the 32 mile river running through LA that has the best chance for restoration. Alt 13
reduces the length of restoration to only 3 miles. This minimal criterion is inconsistent with the
stated objectives of the study and seems to be based only on the costs without
comprehensively addressing the significantly greater benefits for species and habitat in Alt 20.

NEPA utilizes the perspective of significance of resources to address impacts. Alternative 20
exhibits the most short term impacts primarily because of additional construction of the larger
plan. None of these impacts rise to a level of significance. However, Alternative 20 generates
the most beneficial impacts for the biological, human and physical environment. The long term
beneficial impacts caused by Alternative 20 are significant based on institutional, public
recognition, and technical recognition criteria. Implementing Alternative 20 will have profound
positive impacts on the biological resources, hydrological and hydraulic resources, air quality,
water quality and recharge, education, recreation, health, economics, human ecology,
disadvantaged communities, environmental justice, and the general sense of wellbeing in the
urbanized area.

These positive benefits in the Integrated Feasibility Report are greatest in Alternative 20. The
USACE was the first to lead the nation in addressing Environmental Operating Principles in
water resources planning process and decision making. Alternative 20 is the embodiment of
those principles! Given all these reasons, the USACE should support Alternative 20 as the
Federally Selected Plan.

B. Alternative 20 Is No Less Efficient That Alternative 13.

The Integrated Feasibility Report itself supports selection of Alternative 20 except in the
conclusions based on the cost of Average Annual Habitat Units and total cost. But as we have
shown, when all restoration benefits are considered, this does not make Alternative 20 any less
“efficient” on an incremental cost basis that Alternative 13. In fact, Alternative 20 achieves
true restoration for the impacts caused by channelization of the river. Alternative 20 is practical
and can be implemented as the Federal project. Implementing Alternative 20 will substantially
restore the river in this 6.4 mile segment. Alternative 20 is the opportunity to select the Best
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Buy plan that provides the best scenario for long term success and sustainability of the habitat,
species, environment, and people in the urbanized Los Angeles River study area and beyond.

While costs are a consideration, Alternative 20 is the most costly of the four best buy plans
(Table 4-10 Final Array Costs and Outputs, page 4-47) because it restores more habitat and
major connectivity to large blocks of land than just the relatively “low hanging fruit” restored in
Alternative 13. Alternative 20 requires more land acquisition, much more concrete removal,
raising a railroad trestle, and restoring several additional hydrological and biological connections
to the Los Angeles River. These actions are indeed costly, but create tremendous benefit by
restoring an ecosystem that can survive indefinitely because of its size and robust connectivity.
These elements were not valued in the CHAP model, CE/ICA, or the selection of the TSP.

C. Alternative 20 Meets All Performance Targets

Performance targets for ecosystem restoration were established for the two major objectives:
Objective 1: Restore Valley Foothill Riparian and Freshwater Marsh Habitat and Objective 2:
Increase Habitat Connectivity. In Section 4.12 SELECTION OF THE FINAL ARRAY Table 4-8
and Table 4-9 analyzed all the alternatives to determine which ones meet the 19 specific targets
developed for the two objectives. Alternative 20 meets every one of the 19 targets developed
for the two objectives with the highest score and often with an incremental increase. Alternative
13 does not.

Utilizing the USACE Planning Guidance (ER 1105-2-100) objectives stated in Section 6.3 (Page
6-8), Alternative 20 is clearly the superior choice of plans. Alternative 20 comes the closest to
mimicking the natural conditions and processes that would have occurred had the Los Angeles
River not been channelized. It exhibits the best ability “to continue to function and produce the
desired outputs with minimum of continuing human intervention” because of the size, regional
and local connectivity, and restored hydrological and biological connections that create the
ecosystem and enable a high degree of self-sustainability of landscape and species.
Additionally, the document states:

“Restoration projects should be conceived in a systems context ... in order to
improve the potential for long-term survival as self-regulating, functioning
systems...Considerations should be given to the interconnectedness and
dynamics of natural systems...”

Again, these criterion and objectives lead to the selection of Alternative 20.

D. Costs Related to Effects

Cost is a factor in today’s constrained economic environment, but any real ecosystem
restoration plan will take several decades to implement. Real estate costs are a major factor in
any development in an urban area, including ecosystem restoration developments. Land
acquisitions in the City of Los Angeles will be expensive. However, the scarcity of habitat and
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ecosystems in an urban area are far more valuable than in other parts of the nation because of
that scarcity.

The City of Los Angeles is the second largest city in population in the U.S. The value of the
ecosystem should be valued even higher in light of the dearth of such habitat in the area. We
cannot take a shortsighted view of today’s economics for this vital long-term plan. The Verdugo
Wash and other components of Alternative 20 capture the long-term watershed value by linking
the Los Angeles River to multiple large corridors and refuges in the mountains and along the
river banks. In so doing, we will provide benefits in restoring a balance for the species in the
ecosystem and the public within an urban setting.

Alternative 20 significantly increases the amount of habitat restored. Alternative 13 restores 588
acres of habitat compared to 719 acres restored in Alternative 20. More importantly, the quality
of the restoration is significantly superior in Alternative 20 than in Alternative 13. As pointed out
earlier, the creation of large habitat nodes is even more important than the total acreage of
restoration. Alternative 20 provides almost three time the acreage of new large habitat nodes.

According to the estimated quantities for demolition of concrete presented in the Appendix C:
Cost, Alternative 20 removes 117,918 cubic yards of concrete while Alternative 13 only removes
36,891 cubic yards. Thus, Alternative 20 removes 3.2 times more concrete than Alternative 13.
Alternative 20 restores 6.4 miles of habitat or 58% of the ARBOR length, which is two times the
length of habitat restored in Alternative 13 (3.2 miles or 29% of ARBOR).

E. Alternative 20 Fully Satisfies All Decision Criteria And Is The Most Effective

The Principles and Guidelines, as shown in Section 6.5.5 (Page 6-42), identified four decision
criteria to be used in selecting measures and plans. The criteria are effectiveness,
completeness, efficiency, and acceptability.

Alternative 20 “is judged to be the most effective of the four final alternatives. It maximizes
contribution toward achievement of the planning objectives, including key nodal connections for
wildlife and habitat. It also maximizes the potential for near and long term RED and OSE
benefits.”

Alternative 20 is the most complete by virtue of including the maximum connectivity to large land
areas, the most acres for restoration, the most substantial and natural hydrologic connections,
and the greatest length of restoration. These same factors render it the most resilient for long
term benefits, survivability, and sustainability.

Alternative 20 is efficient and all features are cost effective. It is the most expensive but is
essentially as cost efficient as Alternative 13. The higher cost is because Alternative 20 is truly
the “game changer” for ecosystem restoration

Alternative 20 is the most acceptable alternative. All four alternatives are acceptable, but 20
most fully meets the requirement of the authorization in the Water Resources Development Act
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of 2007 to develop a plan “that is consistent with the goals of the Los Angeles River
Revitalization Master Plan published by the city of Los Angeles...” Alternative 20 is also the
plan that is most acceptable to the public because it is the farthest reaching restoration plan and
provides the most benefits to the physical, cultural, and human ecology.

Comparing the ranking of the four criteria for the four final plans shows Alternative 20 to be
ranked first in three of the four evaluation criteria with 1 being the best.

Table 5
Criteria Alt 13 Alt 20
Effectiveness 3 1
Completeness 3 1
Efficiency 2 3
Acceptability 3 1

In summary, Alternative 20 has major additional benefits when compared with Alternative 13
which must be considered in a decision as to the preferred alternative::

Removes three times more concrete;

Doubles the length of restoration;

Adds more than triple the value by including additional tributary and large expanses
of open space into the plan;

Includes about three times the area of essential large habitat nodes.

Provides substantially more connectivity which remedies the extreme biological
stress caused by urbanization, fires, floods, and climate change;

Significantly improves societal benefits such as environmental justice, recreation,
water quality, public health;

Greatly widens the main channel and tributaries at key locations;

Creates substantially more wildlife and hydrological connectivity.

Is superior in its compatibility with the numerous initiatives and programs, particularly
the President's American Great Outdoors Initiative and the Urban Waters Public
Partnership, that recognize the importance of the Los Angeles River to habitats,
species and people.

The current trend of more people moving into cities worldwide gives Los Angeles the
opportunity to be the model of how cities can create places for habitats and people in an urban
setting, a type of holistic ecology. The City of Los Angeles continues increasing densities in the
downtown area to reduce urban sprawl, reliance on automobiles, and reduction of air pollutants.
Alternative 20 represents the last significant amount of open space and habitat found along the
river and we must collectively and collaboratively preserve and restore it now. The approval of
Alternative 20 could result in the Corps and the City developing the model for other major cities
throughout the U.S. and the world in how to create places for meaningful habitat and people to
coexist in ecological balance.
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From: Karin Flores

To: SPL Comments LA River Study

Cc: “Carol Armstrong"; leweye@amail.com; "Andrea White-Kjoss"

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Press articles re: SPL-2013-003-NLH-Draft IFR for LA River Eco. Rest. Study
Date: Monday, November 18, 2013 4:17:20 PM

Hello,

Friends of the Los Angeles River (FOLAR) submits below, for the official record, links to press articles
written about the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Integrated Feasibility Study. We provide
this list in addition to our previously submitted technical comments.

Karin Flores

Director of Outreach & Communications
Friends of the Los Angeles River

570 West Avenue 26, Suite 250

Los Angeles, CA 90065

Tel: (323) 223-0585

www.folar.org

20131027 771 ry#taxzz2kmOTQ4AY

http://www.latimes.com/opinion/editorials/la-ed-river-20131017,0,3559669.story#axzz2kgONuOwk
http://articles.latimes.com/2013/sep/14/local/la-me-0914-la-river-20130914

http://www.latimes.com/entertainment/arts/culture/la-et-cm-la-river-notebook-
20130724,0,6530579.story?page=1#axzz2kgONuOwk

angeles river-restoration- 20130913,0,1457161 story?track=rss

http://www.laweekly.com/2013-09-05/news/la-river-restoration-plan/
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mailto:leweye@gmail.com
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http://www.folar.org/
http://www.latimes.com/local/la-me-garcetti-la-river-20131030,0,441450.story#axzz2jG13FWrv
http://www.latimes.com/opinion/commentary/la-oe-macadams-los-angeles-river-20131027,0,5767168.story#axzz2kmOTQ4AY
http://www.latimes.com/opinion/commentary/la-oe-macadams-los-angeles-river-20131027,0,5767168.story#axzz2kmOTQ4AY
http://www.latimes.com/opinion/editorials/la-ed-river-20131017,0,3559669.story#axzz2kg0NuOwk
http://articles.latimes.com/2013/sep/14/local/la-me-0914-la-river-20130914
http://www.latimes.com/entertainment/arts/culture/la-et-cm-la-river-notebook-20130724,0,6530579.story?page=1#axzz2kg0NuOwk
http://www.latimes.com/entertainment/arts/culture/la-et-cm-la-river-notebook-20130724,0,6530579.story?page=1#axzz2kg0NuOwk
http://www.dailynews.com/government-and-politics/20131029/mayor-eric-garcetti-calls-dc-meet-greets-fruitful-for-la-river-project
http://www.dailynews.com/government-and-politics/20131029/mayor-eric-garcetti-calls-dc-meet-greets-fruitful-for-la-river-project
http://www.dailynews.com/environment-and-nature/20131010/mayor-managers-and-nonprofits-envision-a-greener-la-river
http://www.dailynews.com/environment-and-nature/20131010/mayor-managers-and-nonprofits-envision-a-greener-la-river
http://www.dailynews.com/environment-and-nature/20130913/critics-say-plan-for-la-river-restoration-doesnt-go-far-enough
http://www.dailynews.com/environment-and-nature/20130913/critics-say-plan-for-la-river-restoration-doesnt-go-far-enough
http://www.ladowntownnews.com/opinion/l-a-river-keep-up-the-push-for-alternative/article_00943dfc-4020-11e3-9700-001a4bcf887a.html
http://www.ladowntownnews.com/opinion/l-a-river-keep-up-the-push-for-alternative/article_00943dfc-4020-11e3-9700-001a4bcf887a.html
http://www.ladowntownnews.com/news/l-a-river-proponents-take-their-billion-dollar-message-to/article_f4ec1d36-34f7-11e3-8ea4-0019bb2963f4.html
http://www.ladowntownnews.com/news/l-a-river-proponents-take-their-billion-dollar-message-to/article_f4ec1d36-34f7-11e3-8ea4-0019bb2963f4.html
http://www.glendalenewspress.com/news/tn-gnp-glendale-city-council-supports-la-river-wetlands-plan-20131031,0,6752004.story
http://www.glendalenewspress.com/news/tn-gnp-glendale-city-council-supports-la-river-wetlands-plan-20131031,0,6752004.story
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